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| Priveffinls Religion, 


|Being a Reply tothe lite Biſhop of 
Worceſter's Diſcourſe of Chrift's Satisfaction, 
in Anſwer to the Appeal of the late Mr. 
Steph. - Lob. 


-|And alfo a Refutation of the Dottine of Ju- 
| ſtifcation by, Man's own Works of Obedience, 
delivered and defended by Mr. Joby Humphrey, 
and Mr. Sant. Clark, contrary to Scripture, and 
the Dodrine of the firſt Reformers from Popery, 


| if there bad been a Law given, which could bave gruen I ies. veri- 
ly Righteouſneſs bad been by th: Law: Bus the Scripture hath 
concluded all under Sin, that the Promiſe by Faith of Feſus 
Chriſt, might be given to them that believe, Gal. Jo 21, 22, 


By ISAAC CHAUNCY, M. A. 


—— 


bs: Princed for, and. Sold by W. Marſhall a at 
_ the Bible in Nengate-Sireet, 1700. 
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PREFACE 
READER: 


AH E Prints Coightrted ih this: forall Tres 
tiſe, are 10t., of the leaſt morittent to the Chy#- 


'— ffian Rilipion, ill Riducible 76 thee ' two greats 
Oneſttons. 


{ 
:. Whether our Lord Jeſus Chriſt in His Suffering] 
bore the Perſonal giilt of any of no ? aleh 
2, Whether our Inteteht Obedience to the New 
Law, be the Righteddſneſs by which a Believer 

is Juſtified bef6te God? 


T be firſt Oueſtion comes to' be diſcuſſed upori tht Cortyds 
aevſie A NPs -6f he AH » L.6b  offe#t« 
ing, That the change of Per/b1s befiveen. Chtift avid BUIRe+ 
vers, confsſted in Chriſt being made fr for ns by the fs 
putation of our fits ts hint in n legal Sente, ani a 
Believers being made the Righteonfneſs of Ebyiff by ht 
prtation ; and both by tranſaFion of onr Perfotal guilt 
and puniſhment (due to ns) for Sin, to: Chriſt';, and of 
his righteouf#e/s in beating /in and ptmifhnrent, to us, 
This change of Performs the Scripture aſſerts i plain "_ 

| A 2 2 Cor. 


T he Preface to 
2 Cor. 5. 21. This Myr. Lob aſſerts, Report, p- 


13. aud. the Biſhop denies, and ſaith, That the 
change was not in reſpeQ of the guilt of Sin, becauſe 
Chriſt bore the Perſonal guilt of none, -and whatever 
Chriſt did or ſuffered, the perſonal' guilt of ſin re- 
mains on Believers and can never be taken away. 
Bit be tells: us of a kind of Change that he 15 for; viz. 
That Chriſt 'was puniſht, that we might nor be pu- 
niſht, - and this ts all our ſtead that Chriſt ſtood im; 
0w if Chriſt ſtood not in our ſtead as Sinners, and be 
was not made Sin for us, its to aſſert that which is Exprely 
contrary to Scripture, and moſt irrational to men of Un- 
der ſtanding as ſhall be made appear. And the Change 
which 4s pretended by the Biſhop 1s no change in the ſence 
of the Spirit of God, at beſt it can be but a partial 
change, neither' as a-Publick perſon, - nor in the Room of 
the Sinner as ſuch; ' It 15 {a a change as when three 
perſons are condemned,” and they are thro! the merey of 
the Legiſlator to caſt-Lots for their lives, one only to die ; 
ow be. on whom Deaths Lot falls, dieth that in the 
event the other may- not die, yet this Perſon. dicth bat in 
Relation to. bis own Sins, not npon the account of the 
others Sins : Many Inſtances might be given of the like 
Nature, where a Man does or ſuffer for another, that the 
other may not; and bere is a change of Perſons: in re- 
Jpe# of Punity and Impunity, but ' Note, that - its no 
true Change, if Deſert remains on the Original Tranſ- 
greſſor ;, and the Sufferer ſuffer under no Deſert, neither 1s 
ſuch Suffering s Puniſhment in any Law Sence, neither can 
' that Perſon be ever Riphteouſneſs, that ſtandeth in the Fer - 
ſonal Guilt of. 1s Sin unremoved ; but this is not the Place 
to enlarge on this Point. Xo | AY 
' 1 ſhall only Note, that in one thing the Biſhop got the 
Weather-gage of Ar. Lob, Mr. Lob having m ex- 
preſs Terms renaunced that Change of Perſons, which Dr. 
Eriſp "Aſſerts. The Biſhop very boneſtly proves, that 
& . , * gy BGA : , Oe Dr. 
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..to the Reader. 


.Dr.- Criſp aſſerted no other Change of Perſons, then what 


24r..Lob contends for, and therein' be bath done Juſtice 
oth ts Dr. Criſp, and' Mr. Loh; and truly its but a 
forry Buſineſs of any Man of Learning and Ingenutty, 


#0 inveigh bighly againſt the pion of another , as errane= 


ous, when be himſelf is ncceſſitated'by bis Principles to hold 
the ſame thing, only a little differing in way of Expreſſi- 
ons. Neither let the Reader think, that [ appear to Fu- 
ſifie ' My. 17s appealing to the Biſhop, for I was always 
again$t it, and declared to him, how much 1 and others 
was offeaded at it, and at his nauſeoas fawning and flat- 
tering of him, as if he intended to lay down his Faith at 
his Feet, . for be could not but know the Biſhops ſettled O- 
pinion -in this Point ( as I told him) by the Letters 'be 
wrote tor. H. and Mr. W. yea, and to bimſelf before 
his Appeal, and then if ſo, what a picce of Pageantry was 
it in him to Appeal to the Biſhop ? but it mu$# be done, it 
ſeems the Wind of bis Phantajie without any Reaſon burry- 
ing bim this Way, the 1ſſue whereof is that, were Mr. L. 
alive, be would ſee be 1s inevitably run a ground; and 


therefore; although 1 can't get him off as to that maiter 


yet, 1 hope to ſee the Truth ſafe, the main Thing which the 
Good Man contended for, for I am not to defend Men 
wy0 will have their Imprudencies and Imperfe@ions, but 
the good Cauſe be defended. 

The Second preat Thing I contend for, 1s the Righte- 
ouſneſs of Chriſt, that it is the only Righteouſneſs 
that a Believer is juſtified by; Ar. Humphr. ard 
Ar, Clerk Aſſert our Juſtification by a Believers own 
inbcrent Righteouſneſs, 1. e. by their Works of Obedience 


' to the. New Law, @ Tenent that hath an inſeparable 


Connexion unto the former. 1 ſhall not detain the Reader 
any longer therein, but refer him to the Treatiſe it ſelf. 

Laſtly, / finding in the Biſhops Treatiſe, a Preſentation 
of the Independants, brought in by the Presbyterians, for 
holding jeweral Antinomian Principles which "the Rebu- 
ker 


The Preface, &. 

ker calls Bane and Poyſon, in that Formi of Prayer which 
he bath tanght his Diſciples, 1 bave thoupht #t roqui/ite 
to Entitle my Book accordingly Alexiphatmacon, and 

T take the Rebuker to be of 190 hanghty #& ColfftH- 
extion ( abounding in Choter ) to be my Patient, yet 1 
am not difſconraged from expoſing this Preparation #0 
Publick Advantage, mot doubtins but ſorrre thity reap 
Benefit thereby ; and hence I bave endeavoured alſo to 
correc} the Drnggs, which the nnxkilful Rebucker hath ca#s 
away with his prophane Faugh, for Bane and Poyſon; 
and /hew, that if they be but a Bttle ſcraped and wi _ 
the Dirt and Filth, which be and his ſloventy Apotheca- 
yy bath put apon them, they will btcome a Chriftians 
wholeſome Food, and ſubſtantial Medicine, being the 


Fruit and Leaves of the Tree of Life for the healt- 


ing of the Nations, Rev, 22, 2: 
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A Catalogue of Mr, Tſaac Channey's 


Books, Printed for, "and 


at the Bible in 


I. Fonomiqniſm Unmask d : 
y Or the Ancient Goſpel! 
leaded for, againft the other 
called, a new Law or Goſpel, in a 
Theological Debate, occafioneg 
by a Book lately wrote by Mr. 
Dan.Williams, entituled, Goſpel 
Truth ſtated © vindicated, pri. 6 d. 
2. The 2d part of Neonomia- 
»iſm un-maſk'd, or the Ancient 
Goſpel pleaded for, againft the 
other called,the New Law,where- 
in the following Points are dif- 
courſed : 1; What the ſtate of the 


Ele is before effetyal calling. 2. 
Whether Good laid our Sins on | 


Chrift. | 2. Whether the Ele# were 
difcharg'd from fm upon Chrift's 
bearing 1bem. 4. Whether the ele 
ceaſe 10 be finners from the time 
their fins were laid on Chriſt, +5. 
What was the time when our fins 
mere laid on Chrift. 6. Whether 
God was ſeparated fram Chvift 
while our fens were laid upon him. 

To be had with his whole 
Works,and not fingte z any other 
Part may be had fingle at the 
fame Price ſet to them, 

3+ The 2d part of Neonemia- 
»1/m Unmast'd : Or the Ancient 
Goſpel. Wherein theſe follow- 
ing Points are diſcuſſed: x. Of 4 
Change of Perſon bermeen Chriſt 
and the Ele, 2. Of the Condivia- 
aality of the Covenant of Grace, 
3+ Of the nature of- Saving Faith. 
& Of the free offer of Chriſt ua ſin- 
nersgand of Preparatory Qualifica- 
tions. 5. Of Union 10 Chriſt before 
Faith, 6. Of Fuſiification by Faith. 


Sold by Wiliam Marſhall, 
Newgate Styeet. 


7. Of the nec:ſſny and benefir 
Holineſs, Obegdtence and Good 
Works, with Perſeverance therein. 
8. of intending aur Souls Gosd,by 
Duties we performs 9g, Of the w 
ro attain Aſſurance. 19. Of God's 
ſeeing Sin in_ his People. 11.9f the 
Hurt that fin may do 10 Believers, 
12. Of Gods diſpleaſure for fin ini 
the afftittions of Þys People. 13.0 
the Bgayty of fnuere Holineſs, 14. 
of Gaſhe? and legal preaching. 154 
. John: Nisbet's Reply w0- D W. 
. Price 2 5, 6d. 


4. A Rejoinder; to Mr. Dan. 
Williams's Reply to the firlf pact 
of Neonomiamſm nnnaiki ;, where- 
in his Defence is examined, an 
his Arguments aalwered,wheres 
by he endeavours to prove the 
Goſpel to be a. new Law with 
SanQtion, agd the contrary is 
proved, 1. By fhewing wheat a 
Law is. 2. By ſhewing whas «be 
Goſpel is. 3. Severah Arguments 
proving that the Goſpel is nas a 
New Law with Santtion. 4. An 
Account given of the Beginging 
and Progreſs of this Neonomias 
Errore Pyice 6 d. 

5. A friendly Examination of 
the Pacifick Paper, concerning 
the conlifteacy of abſolute Elke 
ion of particular Perſaus, with 
che Univerſality af Redemption, 
and the Conditieuality of the 
"Covenant of Grace z where alſs 
the new Scheme 1s clearly des 
clared ig ſeveral Queſtions and 
Anlwersabout ſome great Points 

of 


4 


of Religion. x. In underftand- 
ing what Chrift did. in the fleſh 
for all. 2. What hedid in the 
Spifit only for his Elett. 3. As 
concerning the Law. 4. Of Ju- 
fification. 5. Whether Salvati- 
on be poſſible to all Men by the 
Law.of Grace, ©e.. Price 4 d. 

' Note, All theſe five Pieces are 
printed in Quarto, to bind to- 
gether, and thoſe that will have 
them compleat ſhall have them 
all bound together for 5s. _ 
' 6. k2- Another very uſcful 
Book of Iſaac Chauncy's, M.A. Be- 
ing a Syſtem, or Body of Divi- 


rn "RY 
"a My 
| . © 
nity, Tntituled,7be Do@rine which 
i according to Godlineſs, ground- 
ed upon the holy Scriptures of 
Truth, and agreeable to the Do- 
erinal part of the Engliſh Prote- 
flant Articles and Confeflors : 
to which is annexed, The Congre- 
gational Church.Government, 1.Of 
2 viſible Goſpel Church, 2. Of 
Church Officers. 3. Of Church: 
Ordinances. 4. Of Ordinances 
of Goſpel Communion 5 And 
firſt of the Seals. 5, Concerning 
the Keys. 6. Of divers Duties 
which concern the comfort of 


Church Communion,pri.bound2s. 


A Catalogue of ſome other Books lately Printed for Will Marſhal, 
and ſold at- the Bible in Nempate Street. 


To Diſcourſe of Chriſtian Re- 
ligion in ſutidry Points. 
Preached at the Merchants Ledare, 
#n Broadfirect, by the late Reve- 
rend Mr. Tho. Cole, M. A. and 
Student of Chriſts College in 
Oxford, Price 2 $; 6 d, 

25 An Anſwer ta ſix Arguments, 
produc'd by. Du-pin. Likewiſe a KRe- 
furation of ſome of the falſe Con- 
ceits in Mr, Lock's Eſſay of Hu- 
men Underſtanding. Price 6 d, 

2+ Stated Chriſtian Conference, 
afſerted to be « Chriſtians Duty,6d, 


4. A new methodiq'd Concor- 
dance, Price 6d, 


. 5. A Compendium of the Cove- 
nant of Grace,ds the moſt ſolid ſup- 
port under the moſt terrible Con- 
flis of Death, tho arm'd with_De- 
ſertion, decay of Grace,and ſenſe of 
Guilt, by Walter Croſs,M.A. 6 4. 

6. Bunyan of EleQion and Re- 
probation, Price 6 d. Th 

7. Chriſtianity the great Myſte- 
ry, .in anſwer t0 a late Treatiſe, 
mtituled .Chriſtianity not Myſteri- 
ous; rogetber with 4 Poſtſcript Let- 
ter to the Author. _. Price 1 $» 

8. 1hbe young Man's Guide for 
Drawing,” Limning and , Etching, 
with printed Direttions, Price 1 $. 


At the Bible in Newgate Streer,'you may be ſupplied with al! ſores 
of Printed Books of moft Anthors, Bibles, Teſtaments, Grammars,with 
all ſorts of School-Books, moſt ſorts of Almanacks, OLD BOOKS 
New Bound of any forts : Alſoal} forts of Stativnary Wares, as 
Paper, Pens, Ink, Wax, Bords, Bills. Funeral Tickets, Printed at rea- 
ſonable Rates. Alſo Dr.Daffy's Cordial Elixir 3 Blagrave*s Spirit of 
Scu: vigraG,” both purging and plain. Queen of Au7garys Water." 


Bromfi:ld's 


PILLS. 
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REMARKS 


The B. of W.s diſcourſe concern= 
ing the dofrine of Satisfation, in 


Anſwer to Mr. L's Appeal. 


]*= not ſpend time in reQtifying what 


the B. faith concerning the occaſion of the 
preſent difference,believing the B. ſaith nothing 
in this Matter but what he had from one Par- 
ty concern'd, who gave him, as appears, a very 
unfair and partial repreſentation of theſe things, 
as they have done elſewhere; and therefore becauſe 
I will not afum agere, I refer the Reader to the Hi- 
ſtory of the Union, and of the cauſes of the Breach 
thereof, and counſel him as a Lover of Truth, to 
believe no more of what the B. writes on this ac- 
count than what he finds is conſonant to the /ard 
Hiſtory. 
$. 2. I therefore paſs over to the ſecond Chapter 
of the Myſtery of Antinom. laid open; and firſt, I 
muſt take notice of the B. Conceſſion, 


B I. That 


Do 


2 Of Chriſt s Sufferings, 

That if there were no more in the controverſie 
than what 1s contained in thefe terms, Relative 
[ or Connexive ] Conditions, and Federal, the con- 
troverſie might fairly and eaſily been accommodated, 


I ſuppoſe this accommodation muſt bave been by 
granting this disjunction to be true, and according | 


to the rules of diſtribution, That a condition 75 
that which 7s. Axiomatically expreſs d by the con- 
nexive conjunttion $1, It, and is the Logical knir- 
ring together of an Amntecedent and Conſequent, 
but doth not neceſſarily import the connexion of 
cauſe and eftect, but of a uſual or requiſite depen- 
dance; fuch as' is between Artecedent and Conſe- 
quent. e. gr. It go to the Exchange, I muſt go 
out of my own houte;-if T paſs 7nto Glory, I muſt 
paſs thro the State of Grace ; not that the fate of 
Cirace is any meritorious cauſe of Glory, but that 
the:e is ſuch a cauſe of both, and to which both 
an:'wer as eftects equally, altho' one precede rhe 
other in order. But f&dera/ cond?trons are quite of 
another nature, of a covenant and moral nature ; 
a covenant, having but two- parts, the condition 
and promiſe made upon the performance of the con- 
dt;or, by the party required fo to do, whereby the 
00d thing promiſed, upon the ſaid performance 
of the condition is demandable by the performer, 
as de debt tohim. Hence it's the federal nature 
of the condition, not the greatneſs or {mallneſs of 
ti12 condition that makes it merztorioms, If God 
had ſaid unto man in Paradice, Take wp this leaf 
or that ſtraw, and thou {halt live for ever, eternal 
lite had been his due, upon his doing thereof, and 
demandable by him, and the covenant made it ſo, 
VIS. a due debt, ex patto, 1. e. legally fo; for a due 
debt is due in a law ſenſe. 

| $ 2, Now 
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Whether for Perſonal Guilt of Sinners. 3 


$ 2, Now what hinders this de/irable accommo- 
dation? Itis the B's opinion that there is a greater 
miſchief in Antinomianiſm, [ aSzake in tbe Graſs } 
which ought to be laid open, to prevent the mit-_ 
* chief of it. Antinomianiſm the B. knows in true 
> & notation of the word, and according to the ſenſe of 
the Apoſtle Par, is a denial of the Juſtification of a 
{inner by our own works of the law, the miſchief thar 
attends it is only occational, by reaion of men's 
corruption, vz3. The yileneſs of corrupt and repro- 
bate minds in the abuſe of the grace of God there- 
in, to embolden themſelves, zo fin, becauſe grace 
abounds; whick the Apoſtle was aware of, and 
; warns us againſt, Row. 6 It isnot any fiulr in the 
: doctrine it ſelf. Well, but what is the miſchiet the 
B. finds? © It zs (faith he) zhzs, all this diſpte 


F about conditions on our part depends upon ancyber; 
* and if that hold, this muſt follow as a conſequence 
* of it, and ſeveral other things which Dr, Crilp 
© ſaw very well, had a neceſſary connexion with each 
* other, like a fair dealer in controverſie, owned 
* tbem all, Here I cannot butacknowledge the greet 
7ngenuity of the B. beyond many others, in not o! - 
ly owning him a farr dealer in this controverlie 
that he oppoſeth him in, but in his after vindicatt- 
on of him from thoſe falſe 7mpirtations, Which 0- 
thers of his adverſaries would faften upon him ſo 
tar,that he leaves him a mere C:/v7nift, and no wor{e. 
d. 2.p.74.B. I come theretore to the nextthing in the 
firſt Paper, © wherezz you ſay [ i.e. Mr. L.] clears 
© the diſſenting brethren from the charge of Anti- 
* 20mM1anifm, Report, P. 123. Rem. P. 11. Toar rrords 
F are, 1. e. Mr. L's] That touching a Change of 
* Perſons between Chriſt and believers, there ts no 
* phyſical change, whereby "a and believers y in 
2 071125 


4 Of Chriſt's Sufferings, 

© tance become one another, nor a moral change, 
© whereby Chriſt ſhould become inherently ſinful, 
© and Believers thereby become immediately innocent, 
© and ſinleſs, but the change is only in a legal ſenſe 
< by conſent between the Father. and him, putting on | 
© the perſon, and coming into the room and ſtead of | 
© ſinners, &C, 

This is laid down for the truth of this change 
by Mr. L. but yet Mr. L. peremptorily diſowns 
Dr. Cri/p's change of Perſons, as well as Mr. W. 
Now the B. doth very fairly ſhew and prove, 
that-Dr. Cri/p intended no other change of Perſons 
than what Mr. L. aflerts to be the rruth, and a 
clearing the aſlertors from the charge of Antinom. 
Now ſaith he, I ſhall make it appear that you have 
not berein diſowned Dr. Criſp's ſence of the change 
of perſons; To far T cannot bur ſay, that the B. hath 
done right to Dr. C1/p and Mr. L. and it's no.other 
than what I ever thought of the controverſie, when 
on foot. I ſhall not give my ſelf the trouble of tran- 
{ſcribing what the B. hath done out of Dr. Cri/p's 
Sermons, to prove his aſſertion. See p. 2. p. 75), 
70, T3 

Ro, * Thrs ſeems to be a great Myſtery, but is re- 
< ally the foundation of Antinomianiſm. That Chriſt 
* had the perſonal guiit of our tranſgreſſions charged 
* upon him, and ſo he was as ſinful axwe. Heſhould 
have. added /egally, or in the eye of the law, the 
guilt of our ſins, zhe perſonal gurlt of every ſaved 
one being charged upon him, the Reat Culpe non 
perpetratio culpe ; the debt, non contraftio debiti. 
This is the truth of the Goſpel, which will ſtand as a 
pillar of braſs,when all the wit and malice of the op- 
pPoſers and banterers thereof will be driven away as 
chatt before the wind. Here are two aſſertions thar 

wg 


STD. 


Whether for Perſonal Guilt of Sinners. x5 


we muft ſtand by and defend -the truth of againſt 
the B. and all other oppoſers. 
In the B.'s firſt Letter he tells us what the Re- 


| port ſaith, p. 5. © That if there be no change of per- 


* ſons between Chriſt and vs, there can be no tran- 


| */lation of the guilt, nor a juſt infliction of the 


© puniſhment of our ſins on Cbriſt; i. e. there can 
© be no proper ſatisſaftion, which 1s truth withour 
exception. But the B. anſwers, © Ihat there zs a 
* twofold tranſlation of guilt to be conſidered. Tt. 
* Of the perſonal guilt which reſults from the afts 
$ of /in committed by ſuch perſons. Now the tran- 
{lation of this guilr of fin on Chriſt the B. all along 
denies, and endeavours to diſprove, 1. Perſonal guilt 
can be no other than the guilt of the-Perſon thar 
had committed the fin, for which he 1s arraign'd 
at the Bar of God's Law, e. gr. Fobn hath ftolen, 
Thomas hath committed murder, and neither the 
guilt of 7obz's theft, nor of Thomas's murder was 
rransferred to Jeſus Chriſt ; Dav:d's murder and 
adultery in the guilt thereof was not transferred 
to Jeſus Chriſt, nor the guilt of Peter's fin in deny- 
ing his Maſter. This is the meaning of the B. 
doctrine. 

2. He gives his reaſon; © If this guilt be tranſla- 
* ted, Chriſt muſt become the very perſon who com- 
* mitted the fins, and ſo become an aitual Sinner ; 
© yea, as the Perſon that committed all the fins of 
© thoſe for whom he died. 

I wonder 1o learned a man ſaw not the abſurdi- 
ty of this arguing, which he took up from Mr. B. 
who never ſtuck at any groſs arguments to beſpar- 
ter the moſt glorious Goſpel truths. The force of 
the argument is thus unfolded, and made very plain. 
It a debt be tranſlated from one man to another, 
then he to whom it is tranſlated muſt be looked up- 

ON 


_ 
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on as the perſon that contratted the debt; but the 
B. faith, We muſt not look upon fins as debts, 
which we ſhall ſpeak to in its place ; but let us uſe 
another inſtance, Ita thing done by one man be 
accounted to another, e. gr. a Repreſentative in 


Parliament, is thar thing to be thought to be attu- | 


ally and perſonally performed by the perſons to | 


whom it's accounted. The Repreſentatives of the 
people in Denmark gave up the liberties of the peo- 
ple to the King's prerogative, the people by them 
are accounted to have done it by the Repreſentatives, 
muſt therefore every Subject be ſaid actually and 
perſonally to havedone it, when doubtleſs Hundreds 
of lovers of the country hated and deteſted the 
Action, tho” as neceflarily included therein, as if they 
had actuaily done it. Many Inſtances of the like na- 
ture might be given, tho' theſe are enough to demon- 
ſtrate the falſeneſs of theB's odious conſequence ; and 
we may as well wonder that any that bear any reve- 
rence to our bleſſed Saviour, ſhould nor abhor ſuch 
dirty and irrational conſequences as theſe are, eſpe- 
cially when ſo expreſly contrary to the word of 
God and common reaſon. 1/a.53. 2 Cor.5. 3. Hence 
theſe men dare not bur ſay there is a guilt tranfla- 
ted ro Chriſt : I pray what guilt? Is it not perſo- 
nal? Is there any guilt in the: world beſides what is 
of one Perſon or another ? But our B. will find out a 
guilt that's not perſonal, which we will examine. 

$. 5. The other branch of his divifion of tranſla- 
tion of guilt, © zs of Legal Guilt, which he faith 
© lyes in an obligation to Puniſhment by virtue of 
© the Sanition of the Divine Law. Now this guilt 
© rmplies two things, 1. The deſert of Puniſhment 
© which follows perſonal guilt, and cannot be tranſ- 
© ferred by change of perſons, &&, 2. The oblrga- 
© 1107 
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Whether for Perſonal Guilt of Sinners. 7 
© tron to undergo the deſerved punifhment, bere 
© may intervene a change of perſons, &C. 

Reader, Now obſerve whar kind of guilt the B. 
will have Chriſt to bear : 1. He faith it'slegal guilt, 


| but what's that according to him ? Ir's the cb/:ga- 
 zion to puniſhment, and that's in the ſanfion of the 
* /aw; 1. e. it's ſubjettively in the law, hence ir's the 
 Þ gilt of the /awthat Chriſt muſt bear, and not the 


guilt of any perſon. It's true, thar obligation to 
puniſhment is formally in the law, and therefore 
obligation to puniſhment cannot be called guilt, but 
guilt ws of a perſon tranſgreſſing the law, not in 


| the law tranſgrefied. 2. He faith this guilt implies 


two things: What is the meaning of implies ? Is it 
that the laws obligation of a tranſgrefior to punith- 
ment effenrially contains in it thoſe two things ? 
1. An actual deſert of puniſhment, and obligation 
of ſome Perſon to undergo it. Surely not, for ifthe 
law had never been tranſgreſſed, it had contain'd 
this in it; that if ever any do deſerve it, they ſhall 
be obliged to puniſhment. 2. Doth it imply theſe 
integrally their deſert of puniſhment, and obligari- 
'Oon to puniſhment are the parts of the forenamed 
legal guilt, then the deſert of puniſhment, as well 
as obligation to puniſhment; 7z. e. noother than the 
fault muſt lye in the law, for it can't be in more 
ſubjects than one, and the B. muſt come under the 
force of this Di/emma, it he will allow any fuch 
thing as guilt, that it is /#bjed;vely in ſome perſon, 
and 1o perſonal, or in the law it ſelf. Now there's 
no fault in the law, therefore no gur/rt, 3. He faith, 
deſert of puniſhment fo/lows per/ſenal guilt, but by 
his favour it is perſonal guilc it ſelf, the merit of 
puniſhment is 1n the fault, rhe very @vqiz * for 
what deſerves puniſhment bur fin, to which the law 

fy makes 


* 
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makes the wages of Death due; not continuing in: | 


all things written in the law? The law enquires no 
further than ir finds the fault, wherein it hath found 


the deſert; it's formally and eflentially in it; it's | 
true, the ſentence follows this, but the deſert lyes | 
in the eſſential moral contrariety of the a&tion to | 
the obedience of the law required it; the wiſdom | 
of God ſaith, the taking away of guilt is to take |} 


away fin. 


4. He aſſerts, but hath not proved, *© That per- | 
© ſonal guilt can't be transferred by change of per- | 


« ſons: His ſtrong reaſon is, For no man can ceaſe 
70 deſcroe puniſhment for his own faults, nor deſerve 


that another ſhould be puniſhed for them. Theaſ: | 
ſertion is, that perſonal guilt can't be transferred, | 
then certainly no guilt ar all; for there is no guilt | 


but is perſonally contracted.and perſonally adhering, 


and therefore Chriſt bore no guilt of Sinat all, moſt | 
contrary to Scripture, and the very known nature | 
of a ſurety, which always is in bearing the fin of | 
the tranſgreitor by change of perſons. 2. He argues | 
to prove it, That no man can ceaſe to deſerve pu- | 
niſhment for bis own faults, An excellent aſſerti- | 
on: Ito, Tamſure God can't ceaſe to puniſh him, | 


for he renders to every one according to his deſerts, 
he is a juſt God. 2. This poſition throws down 
the whole ſatisfaction of Chriſt at one blow; for 
if Chriſt harch nor taken oft the perſonal deſert of fin 
from any, he hath not ſarisfied the law ; for if accos- 
ding to the B. he takes off the legal obligation of 
any to puniſhment, he takes oft the deſert by the 
law. 23. It will follow, that not only believers, but 
the glorified Saints in Heaven,are {till under the per- 
ſonal guilt and deſert of puniſhment; and it fo, 
they 
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they rt be in the favour of God, they can't be 


duouer, Without ſpor before 'the Throne, they are 
under the perſonal guilt of all their fins, and this 1s 


{no ſpot of Gols Children, but an eſſential form of 
aHelliſh State. The B. here hath very inconfiderately. 
Tun himſelf upon the rocks, tho' with the Teſt of 
# the Neonomians he doth for frequently charge thoſe 
© that are con rary-minded with Shallownels,Illiterate- 
Ineſs, &c. Iris one thing to /in and contratt a per- 
# ſonal guilt, and another thing tolye under this per- 
| [onal guilt ;, {ure bare pardon of fin by” him that 


hath power to pardon, takes oft perſonal gu? 
in the B's ſence, the obligation of the perſon to 


@ puniſhment, elſe after pardon the law may take him 
$ up again, and would, even in mens proceedings by 


law; bur in God's there's not only the pardon of the 
finner, but a juſt ſarisfaftion to the law, Roz. 8. 1. 
d. 6. The B. adds, Nor deſerve that another 


© ſhould be punifh'd for them. What will not men of 
# perverſe minds ſay ? 


Whoever afl:rred that ſinners deſerved that Chriſt 


z ſhould ſuffer for them, I wonder men are not aſham'd 
z of ſuch groſs impoſitions, quite contrary to the 


known minds -of others, but ro the nature of the 
thing; for where did any debtor or criminal deſerve 
thar another ſhould ſuffer for him, either by his 
y_ works, to deſerve ſo much good of ancther, or 
y his evil works, to make another, thar is neither 
criminal nor acceſlory, guilty 2 How much leſs may 
it be ſaid of us that we deſerved that Chriſt ſhould 
be puniſhed for us? The B. faich Chriſt was. pu- 
niſhed for us, the obligation of the law binding us 
over to puniſhment, and thar Chriſt took the pu- 
niſhment in our ſtead; was it becauſe we deſery'd 
it, or not? If it was not -— ns we deſetv'd it, it 
was 


T1 


” 
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bo Of Chriſt's Sufferings, 
was not in our ſtead; we ſay not that it was in the | 
nature of our fins to deſerve his puniſhment, but in 


the grace, wiſdomand juſtice of the Legiſlaror. As 
the B. faith, it was of grace of God to find 


a ranſom, ir was of the grace of the Son to giveup | 
himſelf unto Juſtice for this end, it was to the ho- | 
nour of divine Juſtice to accept of his glorious ſa- # 
tisfaction in the ſinners room and ſtead; here's no- |! 


© the Legiſlator, therefore bere a change of perſon 


© may intervene. A. It behoves us to be exact with | 
the. B. here, becauſe he acquaints us with a curioſ1- | 


ty in this point of change of perſons, that of late Þ 


men have ſo. ſhittlecock'd it up and down, that it's | 
hard to find what either fide would have, but what | 
they both agreed in, that they would not have it to 


be what Dr. Crip ſaid itwas, 1. What is the rea- þ 


ſon the B. diſtinguiſheth - the ob/7gation to undergo 
tbe deſerved puniſhment, and execution of puniſh- | 
ment * Why faith he, not execution of deſerved 
puniſhnent * To me it ſeems to be a very ſmatch 
of Socimaniſm; as if Chriſt did not undergo any 
deſerved puniſhment, but only a puniſhment with- 
out deſert, i. e. only ſuffering, and not puniſhment 
in any proper ſence. 2. If obligation to undergo 
the deſerved puniſhment be the guilt only tranſ- 
ferred to Chriſt, then ir will follow, it's only the 
guilt of the law is charged on Chriſt, not of the 
h 'Y pals : nneT ; 


- 


Ls om Low am ES Lan 


Lo | 


IVhether for Perſonal Guilt of Sinners. If 


7 finner; and it's plain the B. means fo, for he denies 
thar the. guilt of any perſon is charged on Chriſt. 
q | 2. He faith, this ob/:garzon ro puniſhment 1s only in 
| the law and its truth, therefore he means thar this. 


4 = law obligarion falling on Chriſt, is all the guilt that 
1. |, falls upon him, and here may be no change of per- 
). 4 ſons; tor tho” the law obligation ma fall upon Zobr 
'; | and Thomas, and Jobn be never the better that it 
\f 1 falls onThomary, becauſe it falls not onThoma? for the 
y 3 fake of 7ohn + But he faith, that here a change of 


} perſons may intervene; how ? berween two perſons 
to undergo puniſhments? If ſo, it muſt be under 
one and the fame law, not a change from being un- 


fl der one Jaw, to a being under another. 2. Itmuſt 
fo be a change it reſpect of deſerved puniſhment; for 
1 | puniſhment cannor be without deſett, ir. becomes 
h & nor the' wiſdom and juſtice of God that it ſhould 
;. | be be ſo. 3. If the change be in reſpeQt. of deſer- 
e | ved puniihment, we have gained as much as we ex- 
s | pett ; for then the deſert of the finner, which is of 


is fault, and his guilt is tranflated to Chrift, becauſe 
# his puniſhment was deſerved, e. gr. he bofe thede- 
{ ſerved punifhtnent of fin, of what or whom, of 
| the law; "nay, the law never deſerved puniſhment 
| of any perſons; nay, quoth the B. he bore no per- 
ſonal guilt, then there is no change .in reſpe£t of 
deſerved puniſhmenc; Chrift faffer'd for us, but was 
nor punithed for any, he ſuffered no deferved pu- 
nifhmentf? Hence no punithment ar all;' for all juſt 
punithment:is due. ©: - | 
--$., 8. He ſaith, ©' The. execution of puniſhment 
* depends on the wiſdont and-juſtice of the Legiſla- 
* tor. It is true, therefore ought not the execution 
of pontfamerr anfwer the obligacion to it? Is ir 
wiſdom and juſtice da” oblige in his law, tg 
2 any 
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12 Of Chriſt's Sufferings, | 
= puniſhment not deſerved: ? And is-it wiſdom or 
Juſtice in God to oblige in. his law to deſerved pu- 
niſhment, and nor to execute deferved.puniſhments ? 
For if Qhriſt's puniſhments were not deſerved, they 
were meer ſufterings ; and it ſo, no more. to us than 
the ſuffering-of a Martyr to us; if deſerved ſuffer- 
ing, then, ,1.. According to ſome rule of Juſtice. 
2. Deſeryed. by himſelf, or ſome others; not by him- 
ſelf, and his own individual perfon, you will ſay ; 
therefore by ſome other. Hence if Chriſt bore de- 
ſerved puniſhments of others, he bore the guilt of 
ſin, the Reatzs crulpe, that being the formal deſert 
of puniſhment, the law making it ſo, either of God 
or Man. He ſaith, © By the wiſdom.and juſtice of 
* God a mediator may. be-accepted in: ſuch a man- 
* ner as. himſelf bath determined, and upon. accep- 
* zance of bis Sacrifice the offenders may be par- 
* doned, and recerved into grace and favour of God 
* on ſuch terms as be hath declared in the Gofpet, 
* and in-this' ſence 2 the guilt of ſins charged on 
* Chriſt, &c. A. It is much that theſe men can take 
upon themſelves a power. of directing God, and 
telling him what he may do, when God hath ne- 
yer ſaid that he did or would do ſo, the true Expla- 
nation of the B's ſence in this paragraph. is by the 
new-coin'd law, but we will take him in his own 
terms :. And'I fay, in.God's execution, of. puniſh- 
ment it becomes the wiſdom and juſtice of God to 
do it according to a promulgated law, which the 
Legiſlator hath in his wiſdom and juſtice , made a 
manifeſt Norma Julie, to ſhew forth his Juſtice, 
and that God may be juſtified as Judge of, all the 
. world, to deal righteoufly, and theretore-not to ac- 
cept of a Sinner or a Mediator for them. upon other 
. terms than 1s in his law expreſs'd, and not .upon 


of - other 
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other ſecret and unknown terms.: . 2. How may Gad 
accept. of a Mediator *_ Is it not in ſatisfying. far the 
ſinner, ' in bearing the finners deſerved puniſhment, 
and therein taking off the laws obligation of theSin- 
ner _to puniſhment? God can't otherwiſe do.inwiſ 
dom or juſtice. 3. He makes God's acceptance of-a 
ſacrifice to be an anteced:nt of pardon only, not a;lay 
tisfying and meritorious reaſon thereof. 4. Hoy 
doth God accept. Chriſt's ſacrifice, as a ſingle np 
ble act, done by him, wherein :none is comonnlet 
but himſelf; or a qualifying a& to God himſelf, 
to make. him able to pardon 2 Or doth he accept his 
ſacrifice for finners deſerving puniſhment under; the 
law Taking their deſerts and puniſhment upon him» 
{elt, then he is. a mediatorial facrihce; otherwiſe 
if the guilt lyes upon perſons unremoved-, he, is 
neither a ſacrifice for their fins, nor accepted-of God 
as ſuch. 5..1s it according to the juſtice of God to 
accept a ſacrifice for finners, whoſe perſonal guilt 
he never took away thereby, and, pardon and , re+ 
ceive them into favour upon other terms afterwards? 
Sure then the mediator is not accepted till they have 
performed thoſe conditions, upon which their par- 
don and acceptance is laid. _. 7 

6. 9. © In anſwer to the Reporter, p. 8. he takes 
© occaſion to tell bim that the Conſideration of \1ns 
© as debts is a wrong notion, and gives up the point 
* of Satrsfatlion to the Socrnians, If it do, it doth 
but as the B. and his right Reverend Father Mr. :B. 
hath done, from whom he. took up this divinity. 
It ſeems the ſpirit of God did. not ſo well canſider 
of it as the B. hath done; nor qur maſter the Lord 
Jeſus,when he taught:his diſciples to pray fo, I; know 
ir ſticks cruelly in the ;Neonom., Romachs thar_our 


k 


Lord Jeſus was {6 rath and -inconfiderate.to:make uſe 


a” ; 


t4 "Of Chrift's" Sufferings, 
6f this wote debt for fin; "but why doth this give 
2way' the Eaufe to: Socimans ® '© Breauſe if" fins be 
© eorfedered! as debts, God may freely forgtoe them 
*[{tortbout tiſparagement to his wiſdom and jiiftice) 
& tor hout- ay Satzsfattion. But what if God will 
ot? -He hath” revealed this in his word, that he 
id gas my 4cquir the guilty without farif- 
on; . were not ſpeaking of God's abſolute Pow- 
ef” but of his ordinate; neither are we ſpeaking of 
Gods'aRing by his'foveraign- dominion, bur by his 
ating SIE of juſtice ; | becauſe where thete's 
fin, there is 4 law tfanſgreſſed, and God's dealing 
with- the finner'muft be in a way of juſtice, un- 
tefs' God repeal his law, or diſpenſe with it, as the 
Neonorn. wilt have it, but we can't admit thereof. 
But, 2. Why can't God upon the ſame reaſon forgive 
a crithinal y his'prerogative, ds well as a debtor ? 
ico cr firpuing 3 why not the King of Kings? 
3. Apd why 15 not fin a debt ina proper ſence enough ? 
Is it *not a debt: to God's juſtice, and made fo' by 
Ee He and treated as fuch 'in the very point of 
faQtion? It's ſuch a Debt as muſt be ſatisfied, 
T'Pet:-1; 18,19. 1 Cor. 6. 23, and 7. 23. and elfe- 
where, . muſt it of neceſſity be a- money-debt, and 
no othet? 'Heaith, © I can't but wonder at the ledrn- 
4 authcr, that he doth at the ſame time aſſert our 
ths to be conſidered as debts, ant the neceſſity of 
E intro .juftice ; for what vindiffive juſtice 
© belongs to 4 creditor * | have rather wondred--at 
this lth Author; thar he ſhould be taken with 
FE Coma -4S to ſuppoſe B. $77//;ngfleet to' be 


fora, Commutation' of Perſons in ſano ſenſu, ha: 
Virts beet HOLEY informed by his Letters of his 
oe ' principles;” before he appeal to bim, and 
APatefed" trim fo offettfively as he did, But ad _ 
$0 I, The 
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1, The B. knew that fimilitude or metaphoricaless 
refſions are not to be forc'd to. run-on four feats 
28 tho' fins be moſt fitly called dehts to the juſtice 
of God, yet God, is not therefore 3 money .crafitor; 
but with nece/fty of Vindifive Juſtice 10.4 treditoy:\ 
ſure, impriſonment is vindictive, juſtice , or ſt 
Zing on all that a man hath; doth not God in jus 
ſtice ſeize on all a ſinner hath by his curſe, and 
caſt him into priſon till he hath pid: the utmoſk 
Farthing 2 Marth. 5. 26. Sure Chrift's own Phra+ 
feology might be admitted by us, but it ſtems net 
by this B. and ſome others; ſee further his Neo- 
nom. ſpirit; he calls Chriſt's language, in calling 
fin debts to God, and aſcribing © Vind:ifrive Juſtece 
© zo ſuch an adverſary rude and inconſiſtent, - and 
© he can hardly think ſuch ever penetrated intotheſe 
© matters, but took uf with a ſett of phraſes. 1 al- 
ways found theſe Neonom. great boaſters of their 
own wit, and deep penetration into things; an{wer 
their adverſaries ftill more by contemptuous; and ap- 
probrious language, than by any fair way of argy- 
mentation ; tho' I muſt confeſs I do nor find this 
learned B. ſo addiCted to this foul way of treating 
thoſe that diſſent from him, as many others of the 
Neonom. kidney that are far ſhort of him in learn- 
ing and gentility. 

The main deſign of this diſcourſe, in anſwer to 
Mr. Lob's Appeal, is to ſhew how much the good 
man was miſtaken, as to believe that he, the B. 
was for Commutation of perſons in his ſence, but 
he was for Commutation in Mr. W. and the Neonom. 
ſence. The meaning of all, that there hath been 
ſuch a ſputrer about, and ſo much foul language, 
unbecoming Chriſtians, much more Miniſters, lyes 
in this one Queſtion, whether Chriſt was. o—_ of 

od 
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God fin andcurſe for finners? And whether the ſaid 
fiiners believing become the righteouſneſs of God in 
Him?! The Commutation according to ſcripture 
Ilyes here; that Chr:ft inſtead of the guthy #.nvuy 
became ſin and curſe, and that 'the Sinner in Chriſt 
becomes righteous and guitleſs. Now ſaith the B. 
That the change was nor in reſpeQ of fin, aflerting 
that Chriſt bore no perſonal guilt, but that he bore 
only. puniſhment, that we ſhould not be puniſh'd 
upon our 'Faith and Repentance ; ſo rhat he muſt 
hold the Communarion of perſons is nor in reſpeCt 
of ſin and righteouſneſs, ( for that perſon thar is 
taken - from the guilt of fin 77 foro zuſtitie, can 
never be righteous ) but only in reſpect of puniſh- 
ment and impunity. 4. That Chriſt was 
Punifh*d, that the finner might not, but that this 
change was not abſolute, but conditional; and 
to be future upon terms to be performed by one 
party, when he ſhould have an- aCtual Being in 
the world, when he-ſhould perform the fixed con- 
ditions of Faith, Repentance, and good Works. 
Again, he will not have it ſuch a change as is be- 
tween the ſurety and debtor, but ſuch a change as 
1s -between two private perſons; one doing a good 
turn for, on the behalt, and ſo inſtead of the other 
denying Chriſt tobe a publick perſon, to be in his 
Mediatorſhip a ſurety, or legal Repreſentative before 
God's Tribunal of Juitice; and this I find every where 
to be the Neonom. Dottrine: But I ſhall aflerr, 
that the B's change of perſons is none at all; for if 
it be not of perſons as ſtanding inrelation to the law, 
it's none at all ina law ſence; Chriſt bearing no guilr 
by law obligation,and the inner being freed from none 
thereby, this is enough to fay of it here; my deſign be- 
ing to be ſhort, I can't fill up my paper _— 
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hearſal of the very Words which I have tired my 
ſelf too much in already, ror enter upon a tedious 
Litigation about Words or Senſe of them; and if 
DrC7:/p or theBp.have not well expreſs'd themſelves, 
| leave thoſe Words to themſelves, and apply my 
ſelf only to the true ſenſe and meaning of the Bp. 
in that point, which he mainly proſecutes in this 
treatiſe. buſineſ m . M 

Bp. p. 79. © My buſineſs at preſent is about tranſ- 
x 7 oc” joÞ he. faults oo Chriſt, which Dr. 
Criſp calls the guilt of the fat. A. 1need not here 
tell the Reader that the Afizrtor doth diſtinguiſh 
between the fact and the guilt of the fat, the 
Culpa & reatus culpe; the Bp. himſelf hath vindi- 
cared him from the charge, of ſaying that the fact 
it ſelf was charged on Chriſt, p. 77. © Dy. Criſp 
© denies Chriſt to be the atual tranſgreſſor, but aſ- 
* ſerted that he had the perſonal guilt of our Sins 
* #pon him, and built his whole Hypotheſis upon it. 
This then is the Queſtion in ſhort to be diſcuſſed, 
Whether Chriſt in his ſufferings bare upon him the 
perſonal guilt of Sin ? The attirmative is the truth 
in our Judgment, let who will aſſert it; the Bp. 
holds the negative throughout his treatiſe, as be- 
ing the vertical point, upon which the whole con- 
troverſie of change of perſons doth turn. 

d. 2. I deſire to ſpeak as plainly in this matter 
as may be, and as briefly, and ſhall paſs over all the 
| proofs that the Bp. hath made, that this was the Dr's 
Judgment, with this conceſſion that 1t was fo, yea, 
and all the needleſs remarks, interpretations and 
banters that he hath upon what the Doctor hath 
ſaid, and only take notice of the things of weight. 
Bar firſt it is neceſſiry to ſhew how we under- 
ſtand this Qneſtion, 

TI. if 
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1. In what capacity Chriſt- tood when he bore 
{in and puniſhment? 

2. In what ſenſe he bore ſin? 

3. What perſonal guilt is? 

4. How Chriſt:came to bear perſonal guilt ? 

A. As to the firſt, that Chriſt ſtood in the capa- 
city of a publick perſon, repreſenting the whole Ho- 
dy of the Ele&t under the confideration of the lap- 
ſed Eſtate and Condition in the firſt Adam. 

As to the fzeond, when we ſay Chriſt bore Sn, 
it's neither treaſon or blaſphemy, as our Adverſa- 
ries would have it, becauſe we ſpeak in the lan- 
guage of the Spirit of God ; ho:yever, to prevent 
caviliing, we will vouchſafe to yeild to the Bp's 
term, perſonal guilt , which can import no- 
thing but the committed Sin remaining on the 
fioner's. perſon and conſcience, as a forbidden and 
condemned fault by the law ; neither do we ſay 
that Chriſt committed theſe Sins, or was made to 
have committed them when our Sins were laid upon 
him, neither that hisNature was phylically or morally 
corrupted thereby. Laſtly, We cannot bur adore 
the wiſdom of God, in calling perſonal guilt Sin; 
becauſe, 1. A bare phyſical AQ as ſuch 1s not Sin, 
and as all killing is not fin, but Sinis a phyſical A& 
cloathed with a moral Exorbitancy ariing from 
its relation to, and comparing with the law of God, 
therefore, to ſay the ſubſtratum of the phy fical act 
or defeQ, is transferred from one ſubje& to ano- 
ther, is moſt abſurd; . but the guilt of this fact, 
and its moral relation to the law, may betransfer- 


red and taken away from the ſubject tranſgrellor, 


as we ſhall make it appear. 
As to the third, the Bp. tells us what he means 
by perſonal guilt, and it's very plain. Davz:d's per- 
ſonal guilt was of Murder and Adultery, fo my 
0 
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of denying his Maſter. Now the Bp. will not have 
perſonal guilt ever to be taken oft from any, but 
that David continues in Heaven unaer perſonal 
guilt of Murder and Adultery to this Day, and fog 
ever. 

Laſtly, Chriſt came to bear Sin; 1. By God's 
call, and his acceptance, voluntarily cb2ying his 
Father's command. 2. In ſubmitting himſelf to a 
legal way of proceeding with him when he came 
uiider the ſame law the tranſgrefſor was under. 
3. By a legal accounting and 1mputing our Sin to 
him, he coming 77 forum Fuſtitie, and writing 
himſelf debtor in the room” and ſtead of all the 
inſolvent debtors to the Law of God, Juſtice ac- 
cepts of him as a ſufficient Paymaſter. Hence in 
the /aw ſenſe Chriſt was called by God, what he 
was not in a natural ſenſe, Rom.4. He was made 
Sin, who knew no Sin; and God calls things that 
are not, as tho? they were, both in calling Chrift 
Sin, and us Righteous, 

6 3. Now we ſay that Commutation of Perſons, 
was ſo far, and no more nor leſs than God hath 
made it to be in his legal way of proceeding in 
this great myſtery : That Chritt ſhould according 
to the Preordination and Conftituticn of the Fz- 
ther, freely pur himſelf under a 7udzcral Proceſs for 
th: Sins of all the Ele& under the ſame law that they 
tranſgrcſ{T:d, and thar Juſtice ſhould deal with him 
as if he had been the original rranſgreflor; and: in 
the ſtead thereof, in transferring the charge upon 
him, and punifhing him for Sin. Hereupon fo!- 
lows the change, that he zs made Sin, and we Righ- 
teouſneſs in him, Juſtice receiving full fatisf2&tion 
for our Sins. Hence we ſhall not much trovbleour 
ſelves with the many odions Inferences that rhe 

D 2 Neonoin. 
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Neonom. would draw upon this glorions Myſtery, 
nor the dirty RefleQtions on the unſearchable Wit- 
dom of God, the Truth being as fully and plainly 
made manifeſt in Holy Writ, as any doctrine of 
Godlineſs. 

I. It is plain that Sin was laid on Chriſt in ſome 
ſence or other, the Scripture being ſo exprels in it. 
2. It's granted on all hands the phylical part of the 
Att was not transferred to Chritt ; after which, 
that which remains on the Sinver is the guilt of it, 
Which is his frelation to the law in the moral ſenſe, 
as atranſgreſlor, and muſt be his &youizy the laws 
condemnation of the Fa& making his guilt or deſert 
of puniſhment, 3. The Spirit of God calls this 
Merit or Deſert, Sin, and ſhall we call it contrary 
to Scripture 2 Where doth the Scripture ſay it was 
not ? . It ſaith again and again that it was, and 
what if contrary to the Bp's reaſon? Are we to 
believe God or Man? Is the Bp's reaſon the rule of 
ourFaith? W har if the ſame word be uſed in Scripture 
for Sin and Puniſhment? I grant that one word in 
Hebrew is uſed for Sin, and the Sacrifice for Sin 
ſometimes; but when it's uſed for the Sacrifice, it's 
therefore uſed, becauſe Sin was Judicially transfer- 
red to the Sacrifice; that it bore the Sin of the 
Tranſgreſſor, ſo that it became the formalzs ratio 
of its Suffering; and therefore it's denominated 
from its moſt eſſential cauſe. To ſay it's a tro- 
Pical word, 1s not much to the purpoſe, it being 
ſuch as expreſſeth the very nature of the thing. as 
often jn Scripture by a Metonimy, Senſzs pornitur 
pro ſenſilt, a Grace of the Spirit put for the Ob- 
ject, Faith for the Object, and Hope for its Ob- 
jet; ſo here Sin for the perſonal guilt of Sin, the 
Qubject put for an eſſential or proper —_— 
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It's a Metan. of another nature from that, this is 
my Body. where $7g7 1s put for Szgnatum, and 
its true the Scripture doth always denote the guilt 
of Sin by $77, and the Bp. doth concede, that Pu- 
niſhment is not Sin, but a Conſequent of guilt; we 
ſay is more than a mere Conſequent, it is a me- 
rited effect, and Sin always deſerves and merits 
Puniſhment, tho* no Sinner merited , that a 
Surety ſhould be puniſhea for him; this is by Gra- 
cious Szrrogation or Subſtitution. And it's to contra- 
dic Scripture, to make Puniſhment ſeparable from 
guilt, and for good reaſon to; for no Juſt Law pu- 
niſheth any one bur the guilty, whereby it's always 
ſaid that Sin lyes upon him, 7z. e. the Juſt charge 
of Sin. 

$. 4- Bp. Obj. But Puniſhment muſt have rela- 
t10n to Sin as to the ſame Perſon. Tais is true, It 
muſt, and always hath; Sin 1s inſeparable from 
Puniſhment in the ſame Perſon according to the 
Juſt Terms and Conſtitution of any Law, by which 
any Perſon is puniſhed. 

© To thzs the Bp. ſaith, he anſwers diſtinitly, that 
© there are three ways our Sins are ſaid to have re- 
© lation to Chriſt's Sufferings. 1. As an external im- 
© pulſrve cauſe no more than occaſional, no proper rea- 
* ſon of Puniſhment ; and ſo for the Soctnians. This 
I ſuppoſe he leaves to the Socintans, with whom 
Mr. B. is one in this point. 2. © As an impulſive 
© cauſe becomes meritorious by the voluntary At of 
© Chriſt's undertaking to ſatisfie Divine Fuſtice for 
© our Sins, and not as his own. 3. As tothe Per- 
* ſonal guilt of our Sits. 

Theſe three ways of Sin's relation to Chriſt, we 
will conſider. 1. The fat of Sin, and from it the 
guilt of it is the proper mericorious cauſe of Pyu- 

| ni{hment; 
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niſhment; it's caſa proegumena, internal always to 
the puniſhed, let the Socin., and Mr. B. ſay what 
they will, the puniſhed is always the guilty Perſon, 
and he is therefore puniſhed , becauſe puilty. 
2. This Impuliive of ours becomes meritorious ; he 
fairh, how I pray? By Chriſt voluntary underta- 
king, &:. This 1s very abſurd, that Chriſt's tree 
undertaking ſhould make Sin meritorious, was not 
Sin meritorious of Puniſhment of it ſelf. What is 
the Sin of faln Angels, that Chriſt never undertook 
for But he ſhould have ſaid that Chriſt's volun- 
tary undertaking brought the guilt and puniſhment 
vpon himſelf, by his coming under a Law Tranſa- 
Ction ; for he ſaith, it was to ſatisfie Divine Juſtice ; 
and can Juſtice be ſatisfied by the Sufferings of a 
Perſon no way guilty in the Eye of Juſtice 2 That's 
ftrange. Jaſtice. But ſtil] faith the Bp. They are 
conſider d as our Sins, and not his; true, our Sins 
orizinally, but his by a Law Tranſmiſſion, elſe he 
con!d not be puniſhed by the Law. 

But now ſee how the Bp. after his brandiſhing by 
way of Oppolition,is neceſiitated to fall into runk and 
frle with us. © They are not Chriſt's Sins any fur- 
* ther than by conſent he took upon himſe!; to bear 
© the guilt which relates to Puniſhment, and ſo they 
© come to be juſily charged upon him. Now | pray 
what 1s it that the Bp. ſaith in the winding up of 
the Matter more than what we ſay ; for he taith, 
7. The Sins were ours, not n1s originally and pri- 
marily, andthe guilt remains in all thoſe for which 
Chriſt died not, 2. Theſe Sins of all ſaved ones 
become Chriit's ia the guilt of them, thro' his free 
and voiu-tary Intervention. 3. That he took upon 
himſelf that guilt which relates to punjthmeat ; 


z, 6, Its proper law 1clation. 4. And ſo they come 
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to be juſtly charged upon him ; here the Bp hath gi- 
ven us the whole Point; for, 1. He allows guilt to 
be diſtin from Puniſhment; for Relata are con- 
traria effirmantia; and it's a true notion that guilt 
and puaiſhment are proper relata conflantia ex 
mutua alterius affettione, and therefore diſtin. 
2. That Chriſt took upon him to bear the guilt 
that relates to puniſhment; it came not from the 
Sinner that Chriſt bore the guilt, bur from God's 
Ordination and Chriſt's Submithon to law proce- 
ding, and thence wrote himſelf Debtor to the Law 
and Juſtice of God inſtead of Sinners, and was ac- 
cepted as plenary Paymaſter. 3. He owns that 
Sin came juſtly chargeable on him ; the charge of 
Sin on the Sinner is that whereby he becomes guil- 
ty before God, Rom. 3. 19. for he that's juſtly 
puniſhed, is juſtly charged ; as he ſaith, charged 
upon him, muſt be ina way of Law proceeding: and 
tho* God hath made him to confeſs the Truth in 
Words, yet it fully appears by his after Diſcourſe, 
that he beltcves not a word of it in ſarno ſenſu. 

$ 3. The third thing, wherein our Sins have re- 
lation to the Sufferings of Chriſt, he ſaith, As zo 
the perſonal Guilt of our Sins, which he denies 
and decries after he had in the ſame Breath own'd 
Chriſt's bearing the guilt of our Sins; now he 
will have Chriſt to bear the guilt of our Sins, but 
not the perſonal ;, as if there were or could be any 
guilt that is not of one perſon or another ; or 
if there were ſome generical guilt found in indi- 
vidual Perſons; his Exceptions are, 
I. The fault of the Sins are not laid on Chriſt. 
1. Then zts Law Relation was not laid on Chrilt ; 
and Chriſt being puniſhed for no fault of himſelf 
or others, was unjultly puniſhed ; nay, he faith he 
was 
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was juſtly charged; Is any juſtly charged, when 
charged with no fault ? 

2. He excepts againſt ſaying that laying Sin up- 
on Chriſt makes Chriſt really a Tranſgrefſor , but 
how is that ſaid? Ir is in a legal Sznie, not phyſ1- 
cal, therefore Chriſt is ſaid to be made Sin, v7z. 
Such he was not before, nor was in his own Na- 
tures, but was really acceptcd inſtead of the guilty 
Sinner , not Romantickly and Fabulouſly, the 
TranſaQtion was real, according to the nature of 
it. Asto the denial of [mputation, it's a groſs Er- 
ror in whoever it is, Dr, Cz/p, or. Mr. B. the 
firſt miſtakingly denies the ſente of the word , but 
Mr. B. denies the thing it ſelf, the very Doctrine of 
Imputation of Sin to Chriſt, as the Bp. the Righ- 


teonſneſs of Chriſt to us, having theſe invettive 


Words. 
© As the Papiſts have by no means more aliena- 
© ted the reformed from them irreconcileably, than 
© by obtruding as an Article of Faith, the Impoſhbi- 
* Inttes and Contradiftions of Tranſubſtantiation, ſo 
* ſome erroneous Proteſtants have no way Men made 
© the Papiſts irreconcileable to ws, than by holding 
© forth the Impoſhbilities and Abſurdities of impu- 
© ted Righteouſneſs, as a moſt neceſſary part of the 
© Goſpel. Meth. Theol. Parc ui.. Ci. 27. Page 322. 
The great Argument propounded by Dr. Crip 
very unwarily, he not ſeeing how far it would run, 
but ſufficiently improved by Mr. B. is this : That 
© Godbath no other Thoughts of things than as they 
© are. — So doth he eſteem and think of things, 
and conſequently of Sin; in Knowledge we muſt 
diſtinguiſh between Things and Relation, and be- 
tween one Relative and another. God thinks of 
things as they are under divers reſpeCts, God thinks 
and 
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and knows what we are by Nature ; yea, the moſt 
eminent Believer is by Naturea Child of Wrath as 
well as the other; but he knows alſo what he is 
through Grace, what under a Covenant of Works, 
and what under a Covenant of Grace; Sinners in 
the firſt Adam, Righteous in the ſecond. God calls 
things that are not, as though they were : God'calls 
his-Son $z7, in a Law-ſence,who never Sinned ; and 
a Sinner, Rightcous in Chriſt, who never was 
Righteous in himſelf : He ſees him as acceptable in 
his fighr, he having cloathed him with his Righ- 
teouſnels, as 1f he were perfeCtly Righteous in him- 
ſelf. God knows and ſees all things as he is Otnni- 
{cient, but yet doth not ſee reconciled Ones in theit 
Sins, and Guilt of them, by the Eye of his Juſtice: 
God ſaw Chriſt under Sin by the Eye of his Juſtice, 
when he was under the charge of Sin, and his Per- 
fon abſolutely confidered moſt pleaſing to him. 

It is no way inconſiſtent with the Nature of God 
to know what any thing is in its abſolute Being, and 
what it is in this or that relation; to know a Crea- 
ture is a Man, and to know him to ſtand under the 
relation of a Father or a Son ; to know what he 1s 
Naturally, and what Morally ; for this is not incon- 
{iftent with Man's knowledge, much leſs with God's 
therefore when God knows a thing, what it is in 
one reſpect, and calls it another ; it is to be ſup- 
poſed that he really puts that reſpect or relation 
upon it; as when God calls a Man a Sinner 
in reſpect of the Old Covenant, and Righteous in re- 
ſnett to the New itis to be ſuppoſed that the ſaid 
Perſon hath thoſe oppoſite relations really upon.him 
firft and laſt, and that the ſaid relations are real, and 
not feigned, in their reſpeCtive way and manner 
of exiſting. So Chriſt _ in reſpect of Sinners, 
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in whoſe ſtead he ſtood relatively, as a Surety, was 
made truly Sin and Curſe in a Law-ſenſe ; reckon'd 
by God to be really in that Relation, not feignedly ; 
And this is imputation of Sin to Chrift ; which 
term ought not to be rejetted, whoever it 1s that 
makes light of it, Dr. C. or Mr. B. or any other, 
t moſt excellently expreſſive of the Goſpel ,My- 
; as not impoling any thing on God but what 
{ confiſteyt with his Perfettions : For as God 
hatk'bfought his Son under a Law-relation, 
y Mediatorial, and as ſuch to ſtand inſtead 


their Sins ; he judgeth as things are, when he ac- 
counts him, and calls him what he hath made him, 


fin 
tion. 


and abſtractly conſidered from the ſaid rela- 


zmmediate diſcharge of a Sinner, -upon Chriſt's bear- 
ing of Sin. | 


A. It is eahie by general and indiſtint charges to 
make Men's Opinions look very abſurd, it one | 
Man ſpeak not ſo exattly -in a looſe and popular 
Diſcourſe, are all the Drs. in the World to look up- 
ON it as their great Renown to carp at his Words, 


that are Printed but Juſt as taken from him, and not 
Corrected by him ? I think Learned Drs. do much 


undervalue themſelves in ſo doing. But to the | 
Point in Hand, it is abſurd indeed to ſay that all ” 
Sinners have an actual diſcharge in themſelves ; 


from the Dominion of the Law immediately upon 
the Death of Chriſt, moſt being not then in Being 
in a Natural Senſe, much leſs in a Spiritual. Bur 
the Bp. knew well enough the diftinCtion of the 
Proteftants, 


of Sinners undera charge of Sin, for the Guilt of 


vinand Curſe, in this Law-reſpe&t, and relation, 
w pleaſing ſoever his Perſon is to him, being 
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Proteſtants, that Redemption is conſidered in Impe” 
tration and Application ; that though the Sacrifice 
and Propitiation of Chriſt was compleated and per- 
feCt in its felt, in its Nature, and to all intents and 
purpoſes, Juſtifying, and Pardoning, and Santtify- 
ing Grace being fully treaſured up therein : tYet this 
Grace. is not Applied, neither can it be Received 
actually by the Sinner, till, 1. He hath a Being 
Naturally. And, 2. Till he hath a Spiritual Being, 
whereto he is Created by the Spirit in Chriſt, and 
made capable ofa Reception by a Spiritual Organ 
beftowed on him. 2. He was not ignorant of this 
Queſtion lately diſputed, What 7s the immedzate 
Effet of the Death of Chriſt? We fſay the great 
Eftes of the Death of Chrift, are two in General. 
1.4 Right to Life in Chrift.2.The Application, Recep- 
tron,or Poſſeſſion of the Life purchaſed by Chrift. The 
1. We ſay is the 7mmediate Effeft of the Satisfaction 
and Purchaſe of Chrift; all Redeemed Ones have a 
Right in Chriſt, 7. e. /atent and hid in Chriſt and 
his Fulneſs, even before they are or do Believe; 
from which Priſtine Fulneſs all received Grace doth 
flow; even Faith in it {ſelf in us. 1. Being in the 
Soul, and acting on its Object ; and thoſe rhat have 
this hidden Right a ;zs adrem, yet they have not 
preſently 75 72 re ; they have not yet received and 
poſſefied the Grace of Juſtification or SanCtification 
till they Believe through Grace, but are in themſelves 
under thejLaw, the Charge and Sentence thereof. 
This Doctrine I know Mr. B. Diſputes with all his 
might againſt, but was fully Anſwered by Dr. O. 

S* 7. Another thing the Bp. Anfſivers to, Is or 
the Nature of Guilt, that Guilt of .a Sinner is 
moſt truly reatzs culfe, and not reativs peri, reatus 

E 2 culpe 
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culpe, being that which is accounted Guilt in all 
Courts of Judicature. 

To which he anſwers, there's a twofold Guilt to 
be confidered. 

Lt. *Guilt of the Fat, asit is a Tranſereſſion of 
© the Law. 

2. © A Guilt conſequent to the Faft by Vertue of the 
* Santtion of the Law. Thoſe which are the 
Foundation Aflertions that the Bp. builds all upon, 
are two. 1. That Guilt which was charged on Chriſt 
was reatzs pene, or Obligation to Puniſhment, not 
reatis culpe alicujus, not the Quilt of any Fault, or 
of any Perſon committing it. 2. Heaflerts that the 
Guilt of a Perſonal Fault can never be taken away 
by Tranſmiffion, no, not by Pardon it felt : 
Hence we are neceffitated to enter the Lifts with 
him upon theſe two great Points, though ſomething 
hath been ſaid before concerning them, 

$ 8, We have ſhewed before, that the firſt di- 
ſtinction is between the Fa#, and Guilt of the Fatt ; 
The Fa& is meerly Phylical, is inherent and inſe- 
parable from the Agent, not transferrible at all,e. gr. 
The Att of borrowing Money is inherent in the 
borrower, and nota Tranſgreftion of any Law; but 
to borrow and not to pay is a Tranſgreſſion of the 
Law enjoined by commutative Juſtice. Now this 
is the Guilt of the Fact, when the Fact Rands as a 
Fault in the Eye of the Legiſlator by the preceptive 
part of the Law. s, The firſt Relations of an irregular 
Action,ls tozhe preceptive part of the Law, being Diſ- 
obedience. ,Hence it's a great miſtake to place the 
SanCtion of the Law, only in its Obligation to Pu- 
niſhment ; this is. but a part of the SanCtion conſe- 
quent to its Ob/igat7on to Obedience; therefore the 


primary 
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primary guilt of a Sinner lies in Diſobedience, his 
Fact ſtanding in that Relation to the Law , it be- 
comes formally the Reaſon why the Sinner is obli- 
ged to Puniſhment, he in the ſaid relation ofthe 
Fact deſerving it. | | 

2. The Bp. is in the right, when he faith, That 
Obligation to Puniſhment vs that which zs in the Laiw, 
and only the expreſt Will of theLegi/lator, therefore it 
can in no true 1enſe be called the Guilt of the Sinner : 
And hence I muſt needs argue, that the Bp. placing 
all the Guilt charged upon Chriſt, in the Laws 
Obligation of himto Paniſhment, doth totally re- 
nounce the Doctrine of Chriſt's being made Sin for 
any Sinner : For if he was not made Guilty, but only 
Puniſhed, he bore only the Law's Obligation, 
which muft be only the Sin of the Law, and not of 
the Sinner. But is the Law Sin ? God forbid. Yer 
this Doctrine plainly makes the Law Sin, becauſe it 
obligeth a Perſon to Puniſhment who in no ſence 
deſerves it. 

$. 9. For the overthrowing this Hypotheſis of Impu- 
tation of a Sinner's Guilt of Fact to Jeſus Chrift, he 
examines how far guilt is ſeparable trom the Att of 
Sin, f. 87. 

© 1. Asto the Guilt of the Fatt, for he that hath 
© been an altual tranſzreſjor can never be made not to 
* have been ſo, and ſo the guilt of the Fat muſt re- 
Man. 

A. But methinks a Bp. ſhould not impoſe ſuch a 
fallacy upon us, that every School-Boy can look 
through ; I ſuppoſe becauſe he lookt upon us as 
Men very ſhallow, and of no penetration into mat- 
ters. For though he that hath been an aCtual Tranſ- 
grefior cann't be ſaid not to have been , becauſe 
it's paſt, and cann't be made otherwiſe than _ . 
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hath been : Doth ir follow from this, that there- 
fore now he is a Tranſgrefſor. His Argument doth 
run thus, A Man hath been an ACtual Tranſpreffor, 
therefore now he is, and ever will be; a Man hath 
been aQuually Sick or Poor , and therefore he is 
fo now, and ever will be. It's a trutk unalterable 
that this or that thing hath been, bur it follows not 
that therefore it's now, and always will be ſo. It is a 
trath that all the Saints in Heaven have been guilty 
of Sin, but are they therefore ſo now ? Then Heaven 
is full of guilty Sinners. Healledges the abſurdity 
of making a Fat paſt, not zo be paſt ; there's none 
aſſerts it;but that the! aw may be fully ſatisfied for the 
obliquity of Fact, we aflert; and in that ſenſe God is 
faid to take away our tranſgreſſions ; for what is 
the end . of Chriſt's ſatisfaction in being a Sin- 
offering ? Is it not to ſatisfie the Juſtice of God in a 
Law-ſenſe, for the exorbitancy of that Fa&t , for un- 
leſs this obliquity be taken away before God, the 
Sinner muſt be bound over to Puniſhment : And 
hence no Fleſh could be ſaved , but all the World 
muſt remain Guilty , Unjuſtified , and Unpar- 
don'd. 
$. 10. He excepts againft confidering Sins as 
Debts, which, he ſaith, when once paid are no 
© longer Debts. but there's difference between the guilt 
© of a FaQt, and contracting a Debt ;, for a Debt con- 
© fifts in a thing real, whoſe property may be altered 
© and transferred, but in crimimal matters there's 
© nothing capable of being transferred which 3s a 
© thing real, but the obliquity and guilt of the Fact, 
© Zs a privatrve and perſonal thing. 
A. If Chrift hath direCted us to conſider of Sin as 
a Debt, ſuch conſideration is moft regular and juſti- 
fiable. 2. If Obedience be that which is due —_ 
aw 
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Law of God in the ftrifteft conſideration of Juftice, 
then Diſobedience is a Debt, erg. Sin is a Debt. 
3. If a Debt be no more a real: thing, (but a 
Privation) then other tranſgreſſions of;the Law , 
then the obliquity may be transferred in one as well 
24s in another ; but it is {o, Erg. For a' Debt is a de- 
fect of Payment, and Privation of itz there's no- 
thing but the Payment is real. 4. In criminal mat- 
ters no wrong ſubject is capable to be Puniſhed in a 
way of Juſtice, but he that is guilty. 

C 11. He ſaith,the Deſert of Puniſhment which fol- 
lows the tranſgreſſion, cannot be ſeparated from 
mt. 

A. That which is meer conſequent to a thing, 
may be ſeparated from the Effential Nature of the 
thing, at leaſt in Conſideration ; but . we have 
ſhewed that the Deſert of Puniſhment is in *the 
formal Nature of Sin : For Sin as ſuch is made by 
the Law to deſerve Puniſhment, and that is abſo- 
lutely falſe if the Scripture be true which he faith, 
© Let what Grace or Favour ſoever be ſhewed, the 
© deſert of Puniſhment remains ſtill. A. 1. In Man's 
Proceedings, a Man that is Pardon'd is taken from 
deſert of Puniſhment ; for it's a Mipkes RY 
to call a Pardon'd Thief a Thief; and the Law is 
filenced from dealing with himas ſuch, or calling him 
{ſo : But here God's ways are not as Man's, when he 
Pardons he alſo Juſtifies : He provides as well for a 
full ſatisfaction of his Law, tor the very obliquity 
and exorbitancy of the Fact. But he ſaich a Priva- 
tion can't be transferred. A. It's, true a Phyſical pri- 
vation can't, but a Moral may; and a Debt may 
by his own Conceſſion ; but a Debt is a Privation of 
the Creditors Money. I wonder an Eccleſiaſtical 
Man ſhould not know it as well as others, unleſs 
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they call Men Debtors that owe them nothing. 
Again, the B. faith, © No Srnner can deſerve that 
© one that was not a Sinner ſhould ſuffer for his faults. 
A. It is true, no Sinner can deſerve that Chriſt 
ſhould ſuffer for him, no, nor any ordinary Principal 
-Debtor can deſerve that any Man ſhould be his 
Surety ; but another in kindneſs ro him may put 
himſelf under Obligation to Pay, and Write him- 
ſelf Debtor in his ſtead ; ſo tho' Sinners deſerved 
Puniſhment, yet not that Chriſt ſhould be Puniſh- 
ed forthem; and therefore that Chriſt is puniſhed 
for their Sins, flows from the love of God, and 
kindneſs of the Lord Jeſus, from which he putting 
himſelf under Law-Proceedings, and Suffers in a 
way of Juſtice for Sin, 7. e. raking upon him the 
Deſerts of Man's Sin. © Bp Nor can the Law, or 
© Aﬀ of any Perſon, transfer the deſert of Puniſh- 
© ment from him that was the aftual Tranſgreſſor. 
A. Here's miſerable Divinity, it's time ſure to come 
to our Litany, Lord have Mercy upon us. A. 
1. Cann't a Law transfer a deſerved Puniſhment to 
another that fully farisfhes it2 Why doth any one 
fully ſatisfie the Law for another, but that the 
Law ſhould have nothing to ſay to him, to 
Charge or Accuſe: him ; which if fo, his 
deſert is taken away. Ifa Child or $Wife 
commit a great Thett, doth not the Guilt in Law 
fall on the Father or Husband; and is not the Perſo- 
nal Deſert taken away by the Father or Husband's 
ſatisfying the Law. 2. Can no Perſon ? Cannt 
God transfer the Guilt? It's ſtrange that the Scrip- 
ture ſhould be ſo miſtaken in {aying Febovah laid 
upon him the Iniquities of us all. All the Anſiwers to 
this are ſo frivolous, that they are not worth our trou- 
ble of Anſivering them. 

$. 12. Bp 
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6 12, B. The Turpitude as to the At of Sin cann't 
be re moved from it. A. All theſe things being in- 
ſeparable, Sin remains in the beſt, yea, glorified 
Saints ; for Perſonal Guilt remaining and a Turpitude 
inſeparable, as ir muſt needs ſo lohg as Perſonal 
Guilt remains, there can be no SanGtified one on 
Earth or Heaven; for Guilt and Filth is permanent 
ever.never to be removed according to this Doctrine. 
* Bp Where-ever the Aﬀ of Sin ts, it muſt be 

© diſpleaſing ro God, but the Turpitude, as it affects 
* the Perſon of aSinner, muſt have another conſide- 
* ratzon. A. Is Sin diſpleafing to God ? And can the 
Sinner be pleaſing to him fo long as he lies under 
the fault of Sin. the deſert and guilt theteot 2 For 
ſuppoſe he is taken oft from Puniſhment, can he be 
received into favour with God ? ' Doth God accept 
Sinners in all their Guilr and Turpirude ? 2. I un- 
derſtand nor how Turpitude of Sin, is diſtinguiſh'd 
from the Gnilt of Sin, the ſaid Guilt being the 
Turpitude the Law finds, puniſherh for it, and con- 
demns ir, even in Man's Law : And although Sin 
carries an inherent Privation of good, and an ifniter- 
nal pravity ; yer there's none of this that hath not 
perſonal guilt in it which is «viz, and fo far 
at leaſt was charge on Chriſt ; and ſo far a believer 
walhed in the Blood of Chrift, is purged from all 
his Sins, and is perfectly Righteous in the fight of 
God in Chriſt, (though not in himſelf,) notwithftand- 
ing all the inherency of remaining corruption in him, 
atrer he is partaker of Regenerating and SanCtity- 
ing Grace. | 
* Bo For God may ſee cauſe to forgive a Sinner, 

* and recerve him into favour, although he /1i1l 
\ © continues to hate and abhor the Sin. A. What 
cauſe can God have to _ a Sinner, and feceive 
him 
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him into favour, beſides his Free-Grace, and the Sa- 
tisfaCtion of his Son which he hath made to his 
Juſtice, ' in bearing his Sin, and ſuftering for it? 
And this God doth, and yet hates and abhors Sin, 
for though Chriſt hore Sin, it was not in kindneſs 
to it, but to condemn it in his Fleſh: And though 
Cod loves and ſaves the Perſon of the Sinner, yet 
- always hated Sin, both of the Elect and Repro- 

ate. 

d. 13. Bp As tothe Guilt of Sin, as it relates to 
Puniſhment, theſe things are to be conſidered. He 
ſhould have told us what Guilt of Sin he means, 
for obligation to Puniſhment, he told us is in the Law, 
not in the Delinquent, therefore his Guilt is not of 
Sin, but of the Law. TI have not much to ſay to 
the three particulars, provided they be rightly meant, 
Viz. © 1. Although a Divine Fuſtice require ſa- 
* tisfaction for Sin, it is not neceſſary the actu- 
* al Tranſgreſſors ſhould undergo the Puniſhment 
© which they have deſerved. [7. e. if another un- 
dergo their deſerved Puniſhment by a ſubſtitution 
legally in their ſtead in regard of Deſert and Pu- 
niſhment] for then there would be: no room for 
Grace and Favour [which is not ſhewed by God to 
any abſolutely in a diſpenſation, with Juftice} but in 
ſuch a way 4as-may glorifie Droine Fuſlice. * 2. That 
*7t 7zs conſiſtent with the Wiſdom and Fuſtice of 
© God, to accept of a Mediator ({_ ſuch anone as is a 
© Surety] to znterpoſe between the Severny, of the 
* Law, and the Puniſhment of the Iranſgreſſor, up- 
© on terms agreeable to Drvine Wiſdom and Mercy. 
A, 1. The Mediator ought ro be between God and 
Man, in reſpe& of Sin eſpecially, the cauſe of 
Puniſhment ; for it's Sin that's contrary to God's 
Law, Puniſhment of the Sinner is a Fx 
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God's Law, 2. He ſpeaks of terms upon which 
God accepted of a Mediator; I cannot underſtand 
what he means by it, for Chriſt's Mediatorſhip was 
the condition of God's acceptance of us. Chriſt, 
in reſpect -of himſelf, was abſolutely accepted, nor 
upon any previous conditions performed by him, 
or after-conditions to be performed by us: Which 
latter I find he intends. © 3. That ſuch a Mediator 
© undertaking to make Atonement for our Sins, by 
© Suffering 1n our flead and Place, [as Sinners] 
* may truly and properly be ſaid to undergo the 
*Puniſhnent of our Sins ; and our Sins to be the 
© Meritorious cauſe of it, [By no means in Sut- 
ferin only upon an occafional remote reaſon from 
Sin ; but he muſt ſuffer Judicially, raking upon him 
a Legal Charge of Merit and Deſert in the place 
and ſtead of the Sinner. 

Now he ſeems to ſuſpect himſelf in this Do- 
Qrine of his to fall upon the Shelves of marvellous 
inconfiſtency, and therefore indeavours to foreſtall 
the following Objection. 

© If Deſert adhere to Perſonal Guilt, [inſepara- 
© bly as before allerted]} how can our Sins be the 
© Meritorious cauſe of another's Puniſhnent * The 
Argument againft his Dottrine he can't Anſwer, 
for where there's no Guilt, there's no Deſert ; and 
where there's zo Deſert, there's no Puniſhment in 
legal Senſe. Ne Tlggtcs up and down under the 
preflure of rhis Objection, but can't ger it off. 

© I anſwer, that a meritorious cauſe may be con- 
© ſidered two ways. 1. In a Natural Courſe of 
© things; and ſo Deſert follows the Fat, ſo that 
| © the Sinner always deſerves Puniſhment, an1no 

« mmterpoſition, nor forgiveneſs, can take off the 
* Pefert, &c, A. The IO. ACt-to Sin is Natu- 
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ral, but the formal Nature of Sin, as Guilt, is Mo- 
Tal, as it ſtands in Relation to the Law : So thar 
ſuppoſing that Ordine nature, the Guilt or Deſert fol- 
lows the Fact, yer it's not in a Phyſical courſe of 
things. 2. His after Aſſertion implies that no Sin 
is pardoned in and through the Satisfaction of Chriſt, 
that whether the Sin be Pardon'd in a way of Grace, 
or ſatisfied for in a way of Juſtice, the Sin remains 
in its full ſtrength upon the Sinner for ever; for he 
that deſerves Puniſhment doth fo by the Law, for 
the ſtrength of Sim is the Law, and therefore muſt 
of neceflity, for fear of Death, the Wages of Sin, 
be all the Pay long ſubject unto Bondage ; this is a 
ſad Goſpel. 
2. He faith, © As Deſert implies only a juſt 
* reaſon of Puniſhment, and ſo there may be a Me- 
© ritorious cauſe in extraordinary Caſes, when the 
© Legi/lator conſents that another bear the Puniſh- 
* ment which others have deſerved, Immerito quemg, 
e punire eſt injuſte punire, as Fohnſ. out of Cret. 
© Immerito is 'Aniojus, merito ixavyes ET in Cic, 
© Ture& merito, are moſt commonly put together. 
A. Here we have the cauſe given. The Queſtion is 
in plain terms, whether Chriſt Died merizo for 
our Sins? He here plainly grants thoſe things, 
I. That Deſert implies a Juſt reaſon of Puniſhment 
then I argue, if Chriſt was puniſhed juſtly, then he 
Died with a juſt reaſon thereof; and there can be 
no juft reaſon of Puniſhment, bur Deſert; and if 
this was on Chriſt, it came from Chriſt's own Per- 
ſonal Sins, or from ours: The Bp would not ſay 
from his, therefore from ours. 2. He grants there 
may be a meritorious Cauſe in extraordinary Caſes, 
when the Legiflator conſents that another ſhall un- 
fdergo the Puniſhment : What's that? 1. Was wy 
| ale 
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Caſe more extraordinary than this we are ſpeaking 
of? 2. He muſt needs mean, that when the Legi- 
{lator conſents that another ſhall undergo the Pu- 
niſhment, that then the ſaid Perfon ſo undergoing, 
ſtands under the Deſert of that Perſon for whom he 
is puniſhed. 2, He grants the truth, and none can 
deny it, that mmerizo aliquem punire eſt injuſte 
punire, It is axoyes punire ſine ratione 1n Juditio. 
Nothing of Suffering can be reaſonable in judicial 
Proceedings, unleſs there be a deſert, therefore he 
ſaith that C7c. puts j#re & merito together. Now 
this is the Myſtery that the Bp 1s to reveal to ſhew 
how Chriſt was Puniſhed tor a meritorious Cauſe,and 
yet ſtood not under any of our Perſonal Deſerts. 

6 14. kHecomes now to Anſwer what is faid for 
Chrifts bearing our Perſonal Guilt ; and the moſt 
thar he ſaith is, to reſay what he ſaid before, and is 
ſufficiently Anſwered already ; but todo him right, 
we will briefly weigh his {ſtrength : The firſt is, 
The injuſtice of Puniſhing any immerito ; this is the 
ſumm ot it. His Anſwer lyes chiefly in aflerting 
that this is the Socinian way of Arguing; and ſo 
we ſee the Antinomians join with the Socitnans. 
But how the ſame way of Arguing? May not one 
and the ſame medium be uſed truly and falfly 2 
How is it the ſame way of Arguing 2 Two Shi 
may Sail two contrary ways with oneand the ſame 
Wind ; but that Anſwer which overthrows the So- 
cinian, muſt overthrow the Neonom. For the Po- 
ſition is true, and will be granted on all hands. 
The Queſtion between the Socin. and Antinom. is, 
wherher Chriſt Died merito. No, faith the Socin. 
becauſe he was an innocent Perſon in himſelf: 
The Antinom. (as he calls in this, all Calviniſts) 
faith he Died merizo; not upon the merits of his 

| own 


38 Of Chriſt's Sufferings, 
own Sins, but under the merits of ours, in whoſe 
ſtead he Died : Now comes in the Neonom. and 
ſays he was puniſhed, but not for any Perſonal 
Deſert of himſelt or ours. Let the Candid Reader 
judge now, who 1s the Socinian ; this is enough to 
thew his unfairneſs in .this matter; and what he _ 
talks after to this matter, is but repeating over and 
over what hath been brought to the teſt, and found 
very weak ; bur tells us ſtill, that what he faith is very 
agreeable to the Natural Senſe of Men's Minds, 
Che ſhould have ſaid to the Natural Man that knows 
little of the Spirit] zf they would allow themſelves 
the liberty of thinking ;, ['yea, of thinking them- 
ſelves outof Scripture or any rationa] Underſtand- 
ing] end thercfore I am aware ftill that Neon. 
are the moſt thinking Men in their own conceits - in 
the World, though I find none more abuſive and un- 
fir in Argumentation. 

$. 15. Bp. But dowe not by this means take away 
the proper Puniſhment of Chriſt for Sins, and {o 
overthrow the Doctrine of Satisfaction. A. I lay 
you certainly do. For, 1. How can you ſay Chriſt was 
properly Punithed, is it for ſuch thinking Men as you 
are? That any Puniſhment is proper Puniſhment, 
which is not deſerved Puniſhment. 2. How is it 
pof:ble that you ſay, that - that Puniſhment is 
Satisfactory to God's Law, which is not for the 
Sins which break the Law. But the Bp faith no, 
—_ For I rake away nothing but the Puniſhment 
that follows Perſonal Guilt, and if this be not 
raken away, the Antinom. Senſe muſt be allowed. 
A. Say you fo, ſtand ahde all Proteftants, your 
Houſe 1s coming down on your Heads : Well; we 
come upon this D:/emma, you muſt either deny 
TIC 
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that ever Chriſt bore any deſerved Puniſhment, or 
be Antinom. 

I am ſorry to ſee that my late eſteemed Friend 
Mr. L. gave occafion to ſuch rebukes which he hath 
received in the Anſwer to 'his Appeal; that in a 
fixed Enmity to Dr. C. he condemned Chrift's bearing 
the Perſonal Guilt of our Sins, as falſe, blaſphe- 
mous, and impoſlible ; whereas he declares it as the 
Opinion he contended for, © That the Lord Feſws 
© Chriſt voluntarily, on the Fathers invitation, 
* coming under the Sanction of the violated Law, 
© was juſily charged with the Guilt of our Sin; 
« found Guilty, Condemned, Sentenc'd, and Execu- 
© red as ſuch, even by that God which laid on him 
© the Iniquity of #s all, Now the words of the 
Bp are theſe, © If I do not miſunderſtand, . both 
« Dr. C. and you, you ſay as much in conſequence 
© as he, — And therefore you cannot id the 
* transferring Perſonal Guilt upon Chriſt. This 
he ſufficiently proves, and I cann't but ſubſcribe to 
the truth of the Biſhop's Judgment in this marter ; 
for this is a fault and a great inconſiſtency, 
which I always diſliked, to inveigh againſt ſome as 
Erroneous, and yet ſaying thoſe very things which 
they ſpake. 

« For as the Bp ſaith, What Guilt of our Sins could 
© be charged on Chriſt ; if not the Perſonal Guilt ? 
© &c. See P. 28, 99, 100. I forbear repeating more 
* in Honour to my Deceaſed Friend, It is good 
to own and defend truth as truth, without reſpe& 
of Perſons. 

$. 16. The ſecond propoſed by the Biſhop for An- 
{wer 1s, 

That without this tranſlation of Perſonal Guilt, 
no advantage could. came to ws by Chriſt's Suffer- 
ings 
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ings,becauſe aMan ſuffers only for his own fault,unleſs 
the fault of another be laid upon. The Argument 
hath great force in it : For, 1. Without tranſlati- 
on of our Guilt upon another, either a guilty Per- 
fon muſt Die in his Guilt, z. e. in his Sins, or he 
muſt be abſolutely. Pardon'd withour fatisfaction ; 
in both rheſe rhere cin be no Beneht by Chriſt's 
Sufferings. 2. Another Perſon's Sufterings will not 
profit me, unleſs it be in my room or ftead, and taken 
upon that Law-defeer that belonged untome. In 
Anſwer he ſaith, © Here 7s no queſtion but our Ini- 
© quities were laid on Chriſt, and that he Suffered in 
* our ſtead, but the Diſpute ts about the manner 
© how, whether our very Tranſgreſſions themſelves 
© were laid upon him, and how 1t doth appear that we 
© cann't receive the Benefits of Chriſt's Sufferings, 
© unleſs that were done, which is ſupposd 10 be 
© done. It 7s a great firgument with them, our Sins 
© are Debts, and they are rechor?d to Chriſt as our 
© Surety : To fhew how little force there's in it, we 
© need only theſe Conſiderations; 1. That there 
© zs no ſufficient ground for 'it in Scripture; as for 
© that of Ia. 53. 6. there 7s not the leaſt ground 
© for it in the Text; for the words properly figni- 
« fie that he made our Iniquities meet, and to fall 
* upon him, 1. e. as a Man falls upon bis Enemy 
© when he meets him: So the Jewiſh Interpreters. 
But doth this Man ſay enough to take oft the 
force of this place of Scripture? 1. He rells us that 
the meaning is he made our Sins to- meet up- 
on him; the words are here, . 7ehovah made the 
Iniquities of us all to fall upon him, the word is, 
Py whar is that but Iniquity ? Is it ever taken for 
Sacrifice for Sin? Who made them to meet * e- 
hovah the Legillator, God the Judge of all, and how 
can 


Y 


a—_ MA ac a@__ Dn a= Lc bonds a_ —_— 2 Aa. 


ot tl. — a—cc 


Whether for Perſonal Guilt of Sinners. 41 
can Iniquities of many meet on one Perſon? Can 
it be any way but judicially ? As the Perſon is a 
Surety, chargeable. and charged with the guilt of 
many. Burt ſee what a Sence he would ſham off 
his Reader with. As a Man falls upon his Enemy: 
when he meets him; he ſhould have ſaid, as many 
Enemies falls upon a Man when they meet him; 
for it was the Iniquities of many ; but how could - 
our Iniquities fall upon Chriſt to hurt him, if the 
Guilt of them fell not-upon him ? And why ſhould 
Febovah make many Sins fall upon Chriſt 2 Was 
there any reaſon for it in Chriſt, or us. or in theJuſtice 
of God, to ſer ſuch Millions of Maftift Dogs on Je- 
ſus Chriſt,on poor innocent Jeſus? Or whar Deſign of 
Wiſdom was it, when thoſe Sins were neither to flay 
Chriſt, nor Chrift to ſlay them? And this he tells 
us was the Fews and Symachys his Interpretation 5 he 
knew what Opinion the Zews were of concerning 
Chriſt, and this ſo eminent Prophetie of him; and 
he might have told us what his Friend Grotzus's 
Opinion was about this place; bur he acquaints us 
how the Ixx render, He gave him up to our iniqut- 
ties; and is not that againſt him? How .could 
Chriſt be given up to our Iniquities? But in bear- 
ing the deſerved Punithments of our Sins? And 
Procopius, he ſaith, exprefſerth it by @oTe avliduxey 
UTns fury IS not this as a Surety? And yet he faith 
here is nothing like Suretiſhip to pay our vehts for us, 
Now if the Bp. had pleaſed to read out the Chap- 
ter, he might have ſeen rwo Verſzs more, where- 
in this Truth is litterally expreſs; V. 11. He ſhall 
bear their Intquities, 930), heiſhall take their 
Iniquities as a Burden on: his Shoulders to carry 
them away, as the Scape-Goat did rhe. Iniquiries 


of the Children of you : And. the Ixx renders 
it 


42 \ Of Chriſt's. Sufferings, - 
it T4; dpaslins dr{wy &y135s dvoioer, He ſhall take up their 
Iniquities upon _ him. . And V.-12. Nw3 D297 Nun, 
He ſhall bear the Sin of many; ſhall the Spi- 
rit of God expreſs it ſelf to one thing ſo fully and 
plainly, and all fly away at the Puft of a Bp. as 
Chafft before che Wind 2 What is all that this learned 
Bp. hath ſaid to refute this DoCtrine of Chriſt's 
bearing our Sins, and fatisfying for them as our 
Debts to Divine Juſtice, but this ? Here's nothing 
like Chriſt's Suretiſhip to pay our Debts for us, we 
will not take his Word for it, till he proves that 
Sin is not a Debt to the Law of God, when Chriſt 
hath told us it is. 2. Till he ſhews any other cre- 
dible way of bearing another's Faults, beſides this 
way of Suretiſhip; ul, 3dly, He ſhews and proves 
agatnſt the ApoRle Peter, that there is no other 
way of paying Debts, on-purchaſing or redeeming, 
than with plain Silver and Gold. 

| $ 17. He proceeds to {hew us the great Harm 
of Chriſt's being a Surety to pay our Debts of Sin, 
P. 107. I. Then Chriſt hath fully diſcharged our 
Debts already. This is onz2 Miſchief of it, but God 
forbid it ſhould char Chriſt ſhould do Harm in paying 
any Man's Debts; but to do it by halves is to pay 
ſome only, and leave others for us to pay. How 
did he fatishe God's Juſtice if he gave not full Sa- 
tisfaction? God forbid that Chriſt ſhould leave a 
Farthing for us to pay. 2. © The ſecond Miſchief 
© zs, that we bave nothing to do towards the Payment 
6 of our Debt; all that we have to do 2s to believe, 
© and tobe thankful, for all this Tranſattion was 
© long ſince paſt without Conſideration of any A on 
6 our parts. A. Is it a Harm that Chriſt hath done 
ſo much for us in way of Satistaction and Purchaſe ? 
thar he hath leit nothing of ours to pur in = a 
4. hare 
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Share in this Honour; no, : not our believing it ſelf; 
I take it to be the Glory of Chriſt, and the bleſſed 
Priviledge of Believers, that he hath provided for 
Believers ſuch a Furniture of Grace, that they {hall 
believe on him, bear his Image, walk in his Steps, 
to the Glory of his Name, in all Thankiulneis, 
and new Obedience. *© The third Miſchief is, that 
* it nulls all Federal Conditions on our part; but 
© of this, more afterward. 4. © That we can't ſuf- 
© fer for thoſe Sins that. are already diſcharged. 
Is this ſuch a Harm? Ir's neither Reaſon or Juſtice 
that we ſhould pay a Debr to the Law which is 
already diſcharged; Chriſt hath born all the Sins 
of Believers in the deſerved Puniſhments thereof; 
nce the Sufterings of the Saints are not Penal, 
nor can be. bur are Bleflings tor their Good, pur- 
chaſed by Chriſt for them. 
$. 18. The Bp. faith, * There's but one. place of 
© Scripture tobe found to favour this Senſe of the 
© Suretiſhip of Chriſt, viz. Heb. 7. 22. It is eafte 
to inftance in many places that favour it, .and prove 
it, it being, as I may ſay, the very Marrow of the Gol- 


pel; Þur as to this place, it expreſly. calls Chriſt a 


Surety; and it is the more remarkable, as to our 
preſent purpoſe, that as the: Spirit of God hath cal- 


led Sins Debts, and Chrift's Suffering a Price pate 


and exprelly excluding Payment by Silver or Gol 


4d Chriſt is called $a&-, which, as Lex:cog. ſay, 


doth primarily. fignific a Surety for Money. Hence 


It appears, the Spirit of God makes much of the 


Metaphor, of Debt and Payment, to confirm our 
Faith in this, that there's no berter account of the 
Narure of Sin, than a Debt to God's. Juſtice; and 


'no better account of the Sokierings of Chriſt, than 


that they. were a Payment % this Debt to the Jultie: 
2 0 


a. * Of Chriſt's Sufferings,” 
of God. And what if it be but in one place of 
Scripture? When a Truth is ſo fully and plainly ex- 
preſled in one Text, it is enough ; there are many 
Truths of great weight are ſo, befides the maryellous 
Concurrence of other rexts of Scripture, to the tenor 
thereof. But he faith, this text ſpeaks of a Covenant, 
not of the Surety of a Covenant. + A. Whar is it 
that makes a Debt is not a Covenant, or compatt ? 
Bur ir is of a better Covenant, 7z. e. a Surety to pay 
the Debts of the old Covenant of Works, but 
brought in by a better Covenant, the new Covenant, 
being a Covenant of Grace, anſwering the Ends of 
God's Grace more than the old, doing that which 
the old could not doto ſave Sinners by a Righteouſ- 
nels which is not their own, but better, in thar it 
hath a Surety that it brings in to engage 
unto God to pay all our Debts due to the Juſtice of 
God from us under the old Covenant, which had no 
Surety, Heb. 7.19. makes it better in nothing elſe but 
the bringing in a better Hope, v7z. the Surety. Burt 
he poſitively denies that Chriſt was to pay our debts 
unto God. If fo, what's the reaſon the Church 
prays, Forgroe z our Debts, when God's way of 
For peck of a Sinner, as aflerted in Scripture, is 
by bringing in a Surety ro pay- his debts of Sin, 
Col. 1, 14. In whom we have Redemption thro his 
Blood, even the Forgiveneſs of Sins. 
' But what a Surety is it that he will have Chriſt 
to be? Sure it is the ſame the Socrn7ans will have 
to be only, 7.e. a Surety to engage for God to us, 
not for us to God, but a Surety only for the Truth 
and Faithfulneſs of God in his Promiſes. See his 
Words, p. 110. | 

6. 18, The Bp. takes notice of ſome diſſenting 
Brethren, Che might better ſaid of Proteſtants diſ- 

| ſenting 
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ſenting from the Church of Rome, who talk much of 
Surety, Righteouſneſs, — and of Chriſt's being our 
Surety as to the Payment of our Debts, becauſe the 
Debtor may be ſaid to pay the Sum the Surety lays 
down for him, and that God dotiz account j/8 Be- 
lievers do pay that Debt of Obedience, which Chriſt 
hath paid in their Stead, becauſe they are a legal Per- 
Jon with Chriſt, and. all this depends upon this mi- 
ſlaken Notion of Suretiſhip. 

A. Itis very ſad that ſo plain Scripture ſhould 
corrupt our Minds with miſtaken Notions, how 
ſhall we know were miſtaken or not in any then? Or 
that we do know the Mind of the Spirit in them, if 
when we have a plain text, exprefling a Truth ac- 
cording to the plain and undeniable Sence of other 
texts of Scripture, [not only agreeing with, but efſen- 
tial to the Analogy of Faith If we muſt lookon 
this received DotQtrine to be a miſtaken Notion, 
then ſurely notwithſtanding the Revelation that God 
hath given us in his Word, he hath left us under 
Chymerian Darkneſs, and inextricable Laborinths in 
the great Points of Life and Salvation ; but what hath 
he to fay againſt this received Doctrine by the diſ- 
ſenting Brethren, and all true Proteftants? * If ozce 
© it be ſuppoſed that we perfellly obeyed the Law in 


| © Chriſt, there canbe no room for Remiſſion of Sins, 


* for how can Sins be forgiven to them that have 
© obeyed the Law? . 

I cannot anſwer this Argument better than in the 
very Words of Mr. R. Cape/, (whom nonel ſuppoſe 
will call an Antinom.) in Vindication of Dr. Tw:/s, 
on this Point. © There zs a double Acception of the 
* Term Remiſſion of Sins. 1. There 7s a meritort- 
© ous Juſtification, or Remiſſion of Sins , this ts of 
Fins before they are committed, 2. __ - 

ua 
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© aftxzal Fuſtification or Remiſfion of Sin; and this 
© 3 not till after” our Sin is committed, and we do 
© believe all this, none of theſe Exceptors do or 
© can queſtion: Fhoje that lean much to the Dottrize 
* of Arminius and Vortius 77 thzs pornt, may ſee all 
© this expreſſed in clear terms by Vortius. So that 
©7zt'7s one thing for all the Sins of all the Elef to be 
© pardoned to Chriſt for them, that was done before 
© we were, or our Sins were, another thing to be 
6 pardoned to them, Chriſt was made a Curſe for 
© 245 by Imputation; for that the Father did impute 
Eall our Sins as a Judge, to- Chriſt as a Surety, 
© and did exatt all of him as guilty by that Law.— 
Cand this is (I conceroe ) all the meaning of Dr. 
*-Twils, and zs, or at leaſt ought to be, the meaning 
© of 195 all; and this a learned Man calls a myſtical 
© Juſtification, becauſe all the Sins of all the Ele 
© are as lard upon Chrift, ſo remitted unto Chriſt, our 
© Head and Hisband, which'Pardon and Abſo/ution 
© he took in our Name, and keeps for our Uſe.—See 
© Capel of Repentance, p. 257, 258. For Brevity- 
ſake 1 ſhall add nothing further to the Anſwer of 
this Argnment of the Bp:-! ++: - pt 07 of 
6. 19. He adds, © It doth'7tot' follow, becauſe a 

© Debr may be transferred to a' Surety ; that our 
© Sins may be transferred WD and his Reaſons 
© are, 1. Becauſe Sins cannot "be transferred: as 
© Money. A. Butdoth not the Spirit of God ſutti- 
ciently acquaint us, That it's a moral. Debt, Sin is 
the Debr, our owing, and not-paying Obedience to 
the Law; and that Chriſt paid not'Silver and Gold; 
© but his Precious Blood 3 but he faith, 4 Thar altho' 
© the Sinner be faid to owe a Debt" to the Law, yet 
* that Debt lyes in an Obligation to Puniſhment, 
© which be ts liable to by the Guilt of the = 
| A, Now 
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A. Now':he owns. the Sinner owes a Debt to the 
Law; but that's not Obedience, but Puniſhment: 
But believe it, Puniſhment is the: Debt of the Law 
to the Sinner, the Wages of Sin -( by. the Law ) is 
Death : But that whereby the Sinner becomes..a 
Debtor to the Law, is his Failure, in giving due 
Obedience to the Preceprtive Part of the Law; for 
| its Obedience the Law doth — and primarily 
enjoin and expeCt from the Subject. - Pzni/hmemt 
may be on? by the Legiſlator's Conſent. A. 
Puniſhment without Merit is bur ſuffering, and not 
legally inflited, and can't be done by ny porn 
without Diſpenſing with his Law. RO 
ObjeQ. © This Debt ariſeth from Guilt of Fa, 
* how then can any diſcharge the Debt, without 
© taking the fault ? I anſwer, That taking the fault 
© can ſignifie no more than being anſwerable to the 
* Law for it, which muſt reſpett the Debt of Pu- 
© 2i/hment. Reader, Bur doth not this quite over- 
throw all the Bp. hath been doing? For if Puniſh- 
ment (as-always it is) be an{wering the Law for 
Sin, this always implies that che puniſhed Perſon 
bears the juſtDemerit of his Sin,eliſe why do the Law 
inflict Puniſhment? Ir's not becauſe that Man hath 
not.obeyed., but diſobeyed ; wherein the Puniſhed 
is only patlive in ſuftering, tho' aCtive in contra- 
Cting the Guilt, wherein lyes the Demerit of Pu- 
niſhment, and makes the Wages due from the 
Law; — And be that takes away the Guilt of Pu- 
niſhment, doth ſatis fie the Fuſtice of the Law. A. 
The fatisfying the Juſtice of the Law lyes in inflict- 
ing deſerved Puniſhment; for Guilt is not in the 
Law. as the Bp. hath ſaid, but in a Perſon whom 
the Law hath tound guilty ; therefore the Law is 
not ſatisfied, by aMicting in general, but alin 
ome 
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ſome Perſon that is found guilty and faulty by 
the Law. | 

As to the ObjeCtion, That nothing is the Merit of 
Puniſhment but Reatrus culpe, he anſwers fo little, 
thatit's not worth our Cognizance; and that little is 
Ro Rehearſal of what hath been replied to al- 
ready. 

' &. 20. Bp. © Suppoſe the Fault could be transfer- 
* red, as a Debt may, how comes tt to paſs that upon 
© this Tranſlation there muſt be a preſent Diſcharge ? 
A. There muft be ſuch ro him rhar pays the Debt, 
and this given to him for the Benefit and Uſe of the 
Priſoner when he will pleaſe to give it. Chriſt 
muſt be juſtified from our Sins, and diſcharged 
or elſe not raiſed from bearing them ; when he had 
ſatisfied Juſtice, all our Sins were pardoned to 
him ; but another ACt of Grace is ſhewed, in bring- 
ins home, and applying Pardon to; and therefore 
for diſcharging us from the Law as Priſoners of Hope, 
thro' what Chriſt hath fully done and ſuffered. 

B. © This Doltrine tends to incourage Men to neg- 
© left, or careleſs Performance of ſtriff Obedionce, 
6 which they owe to God. A. This is the ObjeCtion 
againſt the Doctrine of the Grace of God, which E- 
nemies to it made, and the Apoſtle Pa! anſwers, 
Rom. 6. But the Bp. will not take his Anſwer ; 
there he ſaith it naturally diſpoſeth Men's Minds 
ro a paſſive careleſs Temper, and wait for Supplies 
from above. A. The Grace of God never enclines 
the Heart to fo ill a Temper, but quite contrary, 
Tt. 2. 11, 12. It is one thing, what a Man is by 
Nature, and what by Grace; Men by Nature are 
naturally enclined to abuſe the Grace of God, bur 
are not ſo by efteCtual Grace. 


Bp. 
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Bp.---* They depend upon Gord's working in them, 
© ro will and to do of his own good Pleaſure, with- ' 
© out ſetting themſelves to work out their own Sal- 
© vation with fear and trembling. A. The Bp. 
ſhould have known that the Abuſe of the Grace of 
God is no juſt Argument againſt it; and if ſome 
Men do ſo, will he cenſure all as ſuch 2? God's work- 
ing in Men to will and to do, and their working out 
their own Salvation, are not ContradiCtions, if right- 
ly underſtood ; bur to ſhew us that the Grace of God 
| is firſt in all we do, that teacheth and worketh in 
us to work, both to begin and continue to ſerve God 
with all our Might; bur with Fear, left we ſhould 
give the Glory of all unto our ſelves in leaning and 
depending on our own Strength. The Bp. might 
have ſpared the reſt of his Banter, it's not worth 
Paper and Ink to ſpend about ir. 

C 21. He makes a great Clutter againft the dil- 
ſenting Brethren, as if in their Doctrine of the Free 
Grace of God, they world allow no Conditions upon any: 
Account ;, and ſaith, here is ſometbing beyond meer 
Gratitude and Service,and what's that 9 It's a Conne- 
x1on in away of Duty, and Means in order tothe end, 
and not meerConnex10n 1n a way of Event-ſo that thoſe 
to whom God will grove Glory, be will grove Grace 
to fit Perſons for it. A. Hereby it's eafie to ſee 
what ſtrange Monſters the Oppoſers of the Dottrine 
of Chriſt do ignorantly or maliciouſly repreſent the 
Profeſſors and Defenders thereof to be. Do they 
deny a firm Connexion between Grace and Glory ? 
Do they deny the Necelttity of Holinefs> Indeed 
not as a Federal Condition of Happineſs, but a Con- 
dition of neceſſary Connexion ; and as he gallops 
along, he is pleaſed to fall upon ſome Eipeetivns of 
mine. Some may A” lay, What 1i5t but to 

t make 
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make that Promiſe 30 ſecure Life upon doing of our 
Duties? And if this be not to make the Goſpel a 
more overgrown and ſwinging Covenant of Works, 
than ever the old Law was, I have loſt, [nat they) 
my Theological Meaſures,' Neonom. p. 3, and '296. 
Reader, Upon. theſe few quoted Lines, pick'd: up 
at a diſtance, not truly quored neither, he:makes a 
large Harangue about Theological Meaſures, (which 
WordsI applied not to any, bur to my {elf ) and ſay 
[they] The Standard of Theological Meaſures 1s the 
Jer iuare: And 1o I fay. And faith he, St.Pau/ was as 
little ſuſpeled of ſetting .up a Covenant of Works, 
as any Penman inahe New Teſtament. 1. think ſo 
too. But he hath ſaid, 2 Ti. 1. 19. God bath ſaved 
as, and called ws with an holy Calling, not according 
zo our Works, 8c. I ſubſcribe to the Apoſtles Do- 
Etrine heartily, and it's expreſly againſt the. Bp's 
Doctrine, who would have our Works the Faederal 
Condition of the Covenant of Grace,when the Apoſtle | 
ſays, who hath called us not according to our Works; 
and what is the Genuine Meaning thereof, bur that 
tho' God hath called us to Holinels,yet it's not accor- 
ding to our Works, as a Covenant Condition there- 
of, ſo Tt. 3.5. but it's the manner of theſe Men to 
quote Places for themſelves, which are Diametri- 
cally oppoſite tro them 2 He makes a needleſs Sput- 
ter about working our of our Salvation, and: ſaith 
we are told, Nean, part 3. and 296. No more 35,9neant 
by this than a continual maintaining a boly Fea: 
louſie of our ſelves, leſt we ſhould fail of the Grace 
of God, by truſting in our ſelves, &c. Now doth 
it become a Bp. to be fo falie, in repreſenting-what 
he would expole; there's not a word of, No more 
#* meant by this,but that this is meant, it may;contain 
more; but this is every Believer's Duty laboriouſly 
ro 
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to continue in' allways of Holinefs'and new Obedt-. 
ence, bur'fear and tremble in Suſpicion of his cors 
ruprt Heart, which is apt to make his Obediente 
Hay and'Stabble, in aſ{cribing it ro his own Strength; 
and in making it his Righteouſneſs: for his Juſtifi- 
cation; and it any will rationally argue againſt this 
Doctrine; I am ready to defend ir, asI am othef 
Truths, which I have aſſerted that ſome have ſharl'd 
and hanrer'd at, ' bar have'not made any fair ſhew 
of proving them” Errors ;' and trill ' they! do' that; 
I ſhall nor honour them fo far, as to blot Pape? 
about them. | 1,329 

8 22. What remains is only ro/draw'odious Cons 
ſequences upon this DoCtrine' of laying our Sins 6R 
Chrift, or his bearing the deſert of Puni{hmetit\f6r 
our Sins. 1. There's thing for ws to do but only 
to fir ſtill, and exfeit when God will work 1 109. 


A. Doth the Text ſay we muſt /ir [17/7 2 Doth''any 


one ſry ſo? But the Seriptare' ſaith, and the Saints 
have practiced, to be. continually waiting 'upon'G6d 
in the Prayer, and aM the mieans"'sf Grace; ro'iwork 
in them, 7o wil! and to db," and as God worksit in 
them; he works rheth to it; knowing that'of theth- 
felves- they' are not! 4458 to thinks good Thought, 
bur herein being enabled by Divite Affiſtanee! tb 
do'a good ' Work, rhey miſt keep a Ware over 
their own Hearts, that they roy/nor God of the Gld- 
ry of-his Efficiency, andrake it to-themfelves-'''Bp, 
Paul gives another Senſe when be perſuades rich 
Men tn do Boot, 1 Tim: 6:8.  Hew another Sefiſee 
Doth not the Grace of 36d perſwadeand teach Meh 
to do good Works 2 Doth not the ſane Apoſtle! rel 
us; that the Grace of God,  that* brings 'Sulvby 7b. 
teach Men 1 deny Ungolltheſs, "ad to 1" hy- 
lily, &c. Again, Is laying hold of Eternal Life by 
. of H 2 good 
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good Works a ſwingeing Covenant of Works No, 
who ſaid ſo? But there's a twofold laying hold of 
a thing; one is by way of Rzghr; thar is, not in our 
Works themſelves, but in Chriſt; anda laying hold 
by way of Participation and Poſſeſſton; that is, an 
effect of the Covenant right in Chriſt; and fo all 
Believers by the exerciſe of Faith and Holineſs, are 
continually maintaining their hold of Chriſt and 
Eternal Lite, given them in Chriſt ; and the Theo- 
logical Meaſure - holds here, that Paul hath not by 
this Text thrown down what he taught of the Efti- 
cacy of the Grace of God, but only proſecutes that 
Dottrine; that where it brings Salvation, it teach- 
ethMen to do good Works ; therefore he exhorts 1:- 
mothy to teach by the Word what God's Grace 
works by the Word and Spirit, neither doth he ac- 
commodate himſelf to rich Men, as if he intended 
they ſhould be ſaved in a Covenant of Works, 
which would be no better than Bargain and Saleof 
Eternal Life. | 

Bp. —-- The Foundation of the Covenant it ſelf was 
certainly nothing but the Grace of God thro Chriſt, 
A. Foundation here's very ambiguous; I know the 
Neonom. and Papifts, and all will fay ſo, when they 
ſay Chriſt purchaſed the Covenant of Grace, 7. e. 
the new Law, and deny him to be the Condition of 
it; and therefore he ſpeaks always in their Diale&t 
cunningly ; — yes,. and the Foundation of our Hopes 
as to our obtaining the Benefits. A. If ſo then, 
how is Chriſt the: Foundation of ſuch Hopes? Is it 
not-'Chriſt believed ' in, as the great Obtainer of 
Right to Eternal Life, and . the great Beſtower of 
ettual Grace; for without this Faith there can be 


« 


no Hope, nor any purifying our-lelf, as he is pure. 
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$. 23.---Not as Works meritorious of a Reward, 
Co fay the Socinians too] but as Means which God 
hath appointed in order to an end. A, | pray who 
denies all this of the Calveniſts 2 All which he calls 
Antin. but doth he not trip up his own Heels by this 
Concellion? TI ſay, and Iam ſure can prove, that 


the Condition of a Covenant compact, let the thing 


required be little or more, it's meritorious of the co- 
venant Reward promiſed , and is meritum expatto ; 
now then if he concede that our Works are not me- 
ritorious of a Reward, he gives us all we contend 
for, provided he yeild that the Condition of a Co- 
venant compatt is meritorious of theReward, which 
all Men of Senſe will acknowledge ; well then, 
what Place [after all this noiſe} is Works to have? 
He faith, They are only Means which God hath ap- 
pointed in order to an end. A. It this be rightly 
meant,we will grant it, and yet hold our Afſertion un- 
roucl'd; for tho' all Federal Conditions are Means, 
yet all Means are not Covenant Conditions; antece- 
dent things are Means of coming to conſequent, but 
not always Federal Conditions. Now if he will ſay 
eternal Life is that end, I will ſay more, that he 
hath not Eternal Life who hath not ſuch a Faith, 
which hath its Fruits unto Holineſs; and that this 
Holy Lite belongs to.and is that Eternal Life begun in 
us. Bp. As a Son that hath an Eſtate promiſed ham of 
the free Gift of his Father, but yet he requires ſome 
Conditions to be performed by him before he comes 
to the Poſſeſſion of it , can any one think this to be 
Bargain and Sale between Father and Son. A. The 
Compartſon is too ſhort to illuſtrate, much- leſs to 
prove the thing. For, 1. In this the Father will not 
enjoin any Conditions bur ſuch as the Son hath Abi- 
liry to perform. As for Example; He will not en- 
Join 
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join' a' poor lame Cripple” to leap over a Hedge 
rſt, nor a Stone-blind illiterate Son to read a Chap- 
ter in'the Hebrew Bible. Now to ſay thar our Caſe 
rans parallel, it's falſe; for if God promiſe Eternal 
Life upon the condition of our good Works, who 
are dead in Treipafles and Sins. it's to do it on an un- 
performable condition; which becomerh not theWiſ- 
dom of God. 2. And he ſaith,Can any one think this 
to be' Bargain and Sale? A. Yes ſure, there are 
ſuch Fools in the World: -If all be fo who believe 
not as the Bp. faith, 1 would ask the Bp. if his Fa- 
thet ſhould rell him, Child, if thou wilt refign 
up thy Biſhoprick of Worceſter ro thy Brother, I 
will give thee the Biſhoprick of Dzrhan, would 
not the Bp. demand the Bilhoprick of Dzrham as 
due to him from his Father upon his Refignation, ler 
the Fathet be Pater Patr:ze, the King, or any other? 
$. 24. Now he faith, If rheſe be Theological Men- 
ſures, they had need to ſeek for new ones. No 
fure;- for the Bp. hath ſaved us that Labour, he 
hath found them for vs; bur ſuch as are bt Traſh 
by the Standard of Scripture'and Reaſon. Now he 
reckons he hath paid off Theological Meaſures, bur 
Aith, he hath: not yet done with them. Sure we 
may moſt ſafely take our Theological Meaſures from 
our Savwur, [yes ſurely; there's no doubr of it] for 
he new beſt how far, and in what Senſe the Gutlt 
of our Sins was transferred upon him, and whether 
there followed an immediate Diſcharge upon it, with- 
out regard to Conditions on our parts; the Queſtion 
of the higheſt Import being put to him, what ſhall I 
do to inherit Eternal Life? A. Where lyes the 
Force of this Argument? Ir muſt be here: If Chrift 
-had this Queſtion'twice put to him, What ſhall I do to 
. Tnhe#it Eternal Life * And his Anfwer was; mop 
the 
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the Commandments, and thou ſhalt Trove; then the 
Guilt of our Sins were nat laid on Chriſt [ox ſe- 
quitur] io he faith, as to him, Luke 10. 25, 28. 
Had our Sevtour only a mind to banter him? No, 
what was it then? He himſelt tells us, I: wes 7g 
convince him of the Inpoſſubility of his doing what 
was neceſſary for Eternal Life, He ſhould have ad- 
ded under the Covenant of Works; and therefore of 
performing a Covenant: Condition anſwerahle to the 
Covenant of Works, whereby the 7ews expected a 
merited . Reward , they ſought Lite by the Righte- 
ouſneſs of the Law ;' and he acknowledgeth, That it 
7s not improbable that our Lord intended to convince 
him of bis Folly, who ſuppoſeth he had kept theſe 
Commandments in the Jewiſh Sence of them, And 
this is-the rrue meaning of the Text, why therefore is 
this Text brought ro proye thar Chriſt bore not the 
Guilt of Sins? Baculus ſtat in Angulo ergo pluit. 
There's as iittle conſequence from the other, 
Mark 10. 17. The fame orlike Anſwer may ſerve, 
which he ſuggeſts himſelf. There was an ammo- 
derate Leve.ta the World in-his Heart, which he was 
not aware af till our Saviour put him upon a ſevere 
Trial of himſelf, Go fell what thou baſt, &c. 
Upon this Frial he thewed himliclt, and went away 
ſorrowtul, notwirhſtanding all his ſeeming Defire 
for Heaven, this was. the true Reaton, and no other ; 
and Chriſt intended not thereby to eftablith a Cove- 
nant of Works; and what he faith after is to little 
purpoſe ; ir's only to. wreſt the Senſe of a Text 
trom what he thought in his Conſcience it would 
bear. And {fo Luke 16.9. Alake to your ſelf Friends 
of the Mammon. Whar, doth he ſay of that ? Nox 
by way of Merit, or any fooliſh Imagination of that 
fort, but in Obedzence to the Will of God, who _ 

made 
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made it a neceſſary Duty. Do they ſpeak otherwiſe 
who hold Chrift bore their Perſonal Guilt? I wonder a 
Bp.ſhould trifle ſo ſhamefully. Again, he faith, If :be/e 
beTheological Meaſures, what doth our Saviour mean, 
when he ſaith, Luke 13. 24. Strrve to enter £ &C, 
A. He means, not that he did not bear the Guilt of 
Din, or any ſhould ſtrive in his own Strength, or 
Arive as a Faderal. Condition; for he ſaith, Ma- 
ny ſhall ſtrrve, (7. c. fallly in ſuch a manner, ] and 
ſhall not be able; and who interprets ftriving here, 
of faint and weak Endeavours? Certainly he would 
render all them that holds that Chriſt bore the 
Guilt of Sin to be a pitiful ſort of Chriſtians, that 
have little or no regard tothe Command of- Chrift. 
Sure, ifthey were ſo, they would not many of them 
ſo joyfully have ſuftered the ſpoiling of their Goods 
by the Biſhops in the late time of Perſecution; and 
what led them to it but a Conſcience of Obedience 
to the Commands of Chriſt 
He faith, One would think it impoſſible to enter 
into a Man's Head, to iuppoſe that a Max's own 
Righteouſneſs ſhould be excluded from being con- 
Juntt with the Righteouſneſs of Chriſt, if be look to 
V. 21, and 24. 4. Chriſt doth not in the leaſt op- 
poſe Man's Righteouſneſs to his, nor make it con- 
Jun& with his, but gives only a Character of ſuch 
as be ſincere Believers and Profeſlors of his Name, 
and will be found ſo at the laſt Day. 
What he ſays of immediate Diſcharge hath been 
ſpoken to. before, that- the immediare Effect of 
-hriſt's Death was a Righr to a Diſcharge; the 
Diſcharge it ſelf could not be before they have a Na- 
tural and Spiritual Being, '- '' © 


d. 25. 
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 & 25. Bp. If there be 720. condition, howcan they 
be ſatisfied that the Guilt of their Sins are laidon 
Chriſt? A. Inanſwer to this it's ſaid, believe with all 
thy Heart, &c. thar muſt be a real receiving of 
Chriſt : He that hath the Son hath Life, 1 Fob 5. 
IT, 12. The Sinner firſt receives.Chriſt, after ſces 
and knows he hath received Chriſt himſelf, V._ 13, 
and 20. And we own there may be preſumption, 
where there's an appearance of believing and know- 
ing, only there need not be ſuch ſputter as he makes 
about theſe matters, neither doth _ it profit his 
cauſe. 

Objef. But while we were Sinners Chrift Died 
for ze ; ſo ſaith the Apoſtle, Rom. 5. and others at- 
ter him: Two things thereby ſignified, 1. That 
Chriſt Died. for us under that Conſideration, for 
he came not to Save thoſe that are Righteous, but 
thoſe that were Sinners. 2. That it was long ago 
that Chriſt Died while we were in the firſt Adam, 
and in an unregenerate ſtate, Sinners of the Gen- 
tiles; to which he rejoins thus, How then muſt 
every Sinner believe that Chriſt Died for him 
A. Every Sinner under the Call of the Goſpel, is 
to believe in Chriſt for Life and Salvation, accord- 
ing to the conſtant tenor of the Goſpel ; but to know 
Chriſt did-bear his Sins, and die for him, reſults from 
this Believing. He that hath the Son, z. e. by believing, 
hath Life. Receiving is firſt before knowing that a 
Man hath Received ; and it is Goſpel truth, that Chriſt 
bore the Sins of every one that truly believes; and 
every one 1s an Elect Perſon, whoſe Sins Chriſt 
bore : For if the Apoſtle ſpake true, he that makes 
ſure his Calling, makes ſure his Eletion. — Thez 
ſaith the Bp. here 7s Univerſal Redemption aſſerted 
in its full extent ; and what is more, here is Uni- 

I ver ſal 
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verſal Eleftion too; if all Men can believe that 
their Sins are forgrven. A. Let us examine the 
Bp's fallacious Arguing. 1. The Goſpel is inde- 
finitely preached to all under the Call thereof, and 
directed to all Sinners without any exception ; he 
that believes on the Lord Jeſas, ſhall be ſaved ; 
is this an Argument that Redemption is Univerſal, 
or that all are Saved, or Elected : It's faid as ma- 
ny as were Ordained unto Life believed, therefore 
it cann't be ſaid that every one doth or can believe, 
Fohn 12. 39. 2. See how foully this Man impoſeth 
by charging his oppoſites with ſaying, That all 
Men can believe that their Sins are forgiven, P. 133. 
or to charge this, as p. 132. That a Man's Sins are 
forgiven becauſe he believes that they are forgrven, 
being laid on Chriſt whereas a Man believes becauſe 
his Sins are forgiven and laid on Chriſt ; for Chriſt 
| bearing our Sin is the Cauſe of believing, and not 
the Effect. — Ar leaf} conditionat Elettion follows 
upon it he ſaith. We ſee he ſuſpeQed his firſt con- 
ſequence, and therefore poacheth in another. This 
may ſerve for a Profeſled Armin. but the Bp. I ſup- 
poſe would not have been accounted ſo; the Argu- 
ment is, becauſe Men are Saved in and by believing 
on the Lord Jeſus Chriſt, therefore ' Ele&tion is 
upon foreſight of Faith ; but we ſay Men are as abſcs 
lutely Elected unto Faith as unto Glory : The contro- 
verſie of Conditional EleQion is not here to be en- 
tered upon, but we aſſert that it follows more upon 
the Bp's Hypotheſis than ours. 

$. 26. He adds, its ground enough of preſump- 
tion as to all ſuch as can believe that their Sins 
are forgiven. A. Thoſe that can believe their Sins are 
forgiven, can believe through the Grace of God 
working it; nay, they have attained to a great ns 
ure 
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ſure of Grace ; How doth preſumption conſiſt with, 
can Believe $ | 

B. What can hinder any Man more from Repen- 
tance, and forſaking bis Sins, than to be told that 
the firſt Aﬀ of Saving Faith, 7s to believe his Sins 
7s forgiven? 

R. Where is any one that will teach an Unbelie- 
ver, to Believe his Sins are forgiven in the 
ſtate of Unhelief ? But we find the Voice of the Go- 
ſpel to the [nbeliever, is to invite and call him to 
believe the Goſpel; which ſaith, that this is a Say- 
ing worthy of all acceptation, That Chriſt came into 
the World to ſave Sinners; that he bore Man's 
Sin, and was madeSin and Curſe for them, and that 
the Sinner ſhould come in particular and apply him- 
ſelf to Chriſt for this Pardon and Forgiveneſs that 
is in Chriſt ; for with him -is Pardon and Plentiful 
Redemption. He is a Fountain opened for Sin an4 
Undgleanneſs, and if a Fountain, then not an empty 
Object of Faith, but full of Pardon, and of all the - 
Grounds and Reaſons of a Sinner's Faith and Hope. 
Now how doth ſuch coming to Chriſt, and cloſing 
with him in a free Promiſe, hinder Repentance, and 
embolden them unto Sin ? For the Apoſtle faith, 
Sin ſhall not have Dominion over you, becauſe you 
are under the Grace of God in the Promiſe ; and 
he ſhews Sin will reign over a Man while he is un- 
der the Law. 

— But the Goſpel Preacheth Repentance in order 
to Remiſhon. 

R. It Preacheth Repentance 'and Remiſſion, to 
ſhew, that where there is Repentance to Life there 
is Remiſſion ; and where there is Remiſſion receiy- 
ed by Faith, there will be Repentance in a Believ- 
ing, coming to God through Chriſt, The Soul 
cann't turn from Sin to God, but by a believing 

F2 Repen- 
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Repentance , neither can any Repentance be unto 
Life, unleſs it he a turning from Sin to God thro? 
Jeſus Chriſt. Hence Faith and Repentance are fre- 
quently put for one another, or in one the other 
included. When the Scripture ſpeaks of the firſt 
At of the Sinners coming-unto God, yea, not on- 
ly the firſt a& of true Faith, but all other are infepa- 
rable from Repentance, as from other Graces, Love, 
Hope, E7c. Though both Repentance,Love,and Hope, 
are diſtin Graces and Fruits of the Spirit from 
Faith, and from each other. This, laſtly, I 
affirm, as the truth of the Goſpel, that there can 
be no true Repentance antecedent in Nature to 
true Faith, Faith being the firſt effec of Spiritual 
Life in one that 1s effeEtually called. Bp Repen- 
tance ws commanded, and Baptiſm commanded, there- 
fore they are conditions. R. The Antecedent is 
true, but the conſequence follows not, | if he meant 
new Covenant Conditions. For all things, and Duties 
Commandea are not therefore faxderal Conditions : 
For that Grace which God works by his Word and 
Spirit, is very abſurdly called a Condition of a Co- 
venant that God makes with a Sinner. But ob- 
ſerve, he makes Rgpentance ſuch a condition as Bap- 
tiſm ; if ſo, what inſeparable conneCtion is there 
(as there ſhould be in this Caſe) between the con- 
dition and promiſe ; for will any ſay that he that is 
not Baptized ſhall be Damn'd 2 The Scripture 
faith not ſo, beſides the Seal of a Bond is not the 
Condition of the Obligation, but only a Ratification. 
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The Chief thing diſcuſſed by the Bp in his third 
Chapter,is whether Mr.B.was a Socinian,from which 
Charge he makes as if he wouldVindicate him N = 

riefly 
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Whether Mr. B. did Socinianize. 6T 
briefly examine how he acquits himſelf in this dif- 
ficult undertaking. The ſum and ſubſtance of 
Mr. B's Opinion in this Point was, That our Sins 
were no proper meritorious Cauſe of Chriſt's Suf- 
ferings, they were only premeritorious or occafio- 
nal Cauſes, For although the Bp would have Mr. 
B. mean ſomething more than occaſional, by pro- 
meritorious, yet he acquits us with Mr. B's own 
Explication of his meaning of premeritorious, that 
It 1s only occafional, which the Bp faith 1s no cauſe 
at all, and Socinianiſm ; and yet he, good Man, 
would defend him, though he finds it hc /abor hoc 
opus, and fain to leave it re znfecta. 
The firſt proof which he_ would make is from 
Mr. B's Confeſſion, wherein all that he faith is no 
more than what a Socinian will ſay in this Point, 
That Chriſt gave up himſelf a Sacrifice for our 
Sins, and a Ranſom for us, in ſuffering for ws 
upon the Croſs ; which he doth make (according 
to his way of moulding of Dottrine) comport wel 
enough with Socinian Principles. See whathe gives 
for Antinomianiſm. 1. That Chriſt ſatisfied God's 
Fuſtice as in the Perſon of all the Elect, this one 
Error, whereby he denies Jeſus Chriſt to be a Pub- 
lick Perſon. 2. That in a Law-ſence, and God's 
account, they themſelves did ſatisfie in and by Chriſt. 
Here he denies Chriſt to have Suftered in our 
ſtead, or to have made Payment to Juſtice for 
our Sins, either in a Law-ſenſe, nor in God's ac- 
count ; and therefore he made no payment for us, 
neither can we ſay we ſatisfie in and by him : Where- 
as every Debtor can ſay ſo, who hath a Surety that 
makes payment in his ſtead, the Law accounting 
this payment to the Original Debtor ; neither is It 
untrue that he paid in and by his Surety, but an 
honour 
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honour to his Surety, and detraCtion from himſelf, 
when he ſaith he paid in and by his Surety. 3. Thas 
Chriſt's Sufferings were full and proper Executi- 
ons of the threatning of the Law to Man. 
Here he denies Chriſt's Suffering under the Law 
that Man brake; and that his Puniſhment was no 
proper execution of *|;c threatning of the Law, 
and therefore no proper Puniſhment. 4. Ard ſo 
acquits them ipſo facto on the meer Suffering. 
Here he makes up his charge by ambiguous Ex- 
preſſions — without any further means of convey- 
ance to give them right in it by Application. 
r. Here he infinuates that there was no” Diſcharge 
of Chriſt from the Sins of the Ele, which he ſut- 
tered for : If ſo, no ſatisfaftion. 2. He makes 
as if ſome held that Men have an Actual and Per- 
ſonal diſcharge, before their beznsg by Grace or 
Nature ; which is a falſe Charge, and a male Con- 
ſequent drawn by himſelf on the DoCtring: As if 
thoſe that held Chriſt's full and compleat Sptisfacti- 
on by impetration, denied application. | 3. He 
would have us believe it an Error that Chriſt 
purchaſed a right to Eternal Life for all the Ele&, 
as the immediate effe&t of his purchaſe ; and that 
our right comes by application, whereas our right 
lyes in the purchaſe only; and our claim of that 
right and poſſeſſion is by application. 

The Socin. Error he thus repreſents, That 7Fe- 
ſus Chriſt did not undergo any Penalty for our Sins, 
as meritorious, or promeritorious Cauſe, but only 
22 occaſional : And doth not Mr.B. ſay the ſame thing 
again and again in his Writings,only he foacheth in his 
promeritorious; which if the Socin. either did not 
uſe, or if they did, they would not deny it in the 
Senſe Mr. B. uſeth 1t, and as he hath explain'd _ 

elf. 
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ſelf. And that be did not make any Satisfaction t0 
God's Fuſtice for 1s, &c. there 1s nothing 'plai- 
nerin Mr. B's Writings; both in his Methodzs 
and Univerſal Redemption. He puts for Truth 
as follows. | | 

That Feſis Chriſt as a Publick Sponſor, did bear 
the Puniſhment deſerved by the Sins of the World, 
[he means of all and every Man] and made to hzs Fa- 
ther a Satisfaction ſufficient for all. 

It is ſtrange a Biſhop of the Church of Emglard 
fhould look upon this as an Orthodox and Plain 
Confeſſion to diſtinguiſh a Man from a Socinian ; 
for it's plain he prevaricates in ſpeaking of Chriſt 
as a Publick Perſon, for in the Antin. charge, he 
makes it a marvelous Error to ſay Chriſt ſatisfied 
Juſtice in the Perſon of all the Ele&t, fo he muſt 
mean here, that Chriſt was ſuch a Publick Perſon, 
that was no Repreſentative or Surety, which is no 
publick Perſon at all. 2. In that he faith Chrift 
did bear the Puniſhment deſerved. by Sin, he alſo 
prevaricates, for he doth every-where deny that 
our Sins were imputed to Chriſt ; that he ſuffer- 
ed the Puniſhment of our Sins in any proper. Senſe, 
and that Sin was but an occaſional, no proper 
Cauſe thereof, and therefore his Puniſhment-was but 
Analogical, Equivalent to the Socinian's Metapho- 
rical. He cann't mean in reſpect of proportion in a 
Mathematical Senſe, for that would overthrow his 
whole Hypotheſis. 

Mr. Lob quotes enough to overthrow all that 
the Bp pleads on his behalf : He ſhews that in his 
Methodws, he expreſly declares that the Sufferings 
of Chriſt were only a Natural Evil undergone by 
occaſion, and the remote cauſality of the Sins of 
Mankind, — and that Chriſt's ſufferings are yo 
| TE. | fu - 
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fufferings in an Improper and Analogical Senſe, 
Theſe things ſaith, the Bp. were long fince written, 
The chief Expreſſion is, Chriſt's Sufferings had no 
proper meritorious Cauſe, but yet Man's Sins 
were the Pro cauſa meritoria, &c. and faith nothing 
to defend it, p. 151. He confiders whether My. 
B's own words do lay him open to the ſuſpicion of 
going too far _—_— the Socinians in ithis matter. 
Now let us ſee whether Mr. B. hath a fair delive- 
Trance at the Bp's Bar. 

Bp In thzs caſe we muſt diſtinguiſh the Scripture 
Notion of Puniſhment from a Stritt and Philoſophical 
Senſe of Puniſhmant, R. Titis is a ſtrange diitinQi- 
on of a Learned Bp ; what means he by a Philoſo- 
phical Puniſhment? Is. it morally Philoſophical, 
z. e, {ſuch Puniſhment as belongs to the breach of 
a Moral Law? It fo, ſure the Scripture Puniſh- 
ment cann't be diſtinguiſhed from it ; for that is 
legal Puniſhment ; but he faith it's ſtrict Puniſh- 
ment, 7z. &., according to the exa& tenor of a Mo- 
ral Law; if he mean ſo, it cannot be excluded from 
Scripture Puniſhment. 

Bp The Scripture ſpeaks in General of Chriſt's 
bearing our Sins, &c. but not a word of ſirict and 
* proper Puniſhment. 

R. No ſure, the Bp is miſtaken greatly, when 
he might ſee in the ſame Chapter that Chriſt was 
wounded for our Tranſgreſſions, was not that proper 
Puniſhment 2 Doth the Scripture ſay nothing of 
ſtri&t and proper Puniſhment, when it faith the 
Wages of Sin is Death , Curſed is every one that 
continueth not in all things written in the Book of 
the Law 2 Is not the Curſe of the Law ſtridtand 
proper Puniſhment? If this be his Philoſophical 


Puniſhment, there's much of it in Scripture, and 
it 
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it can't be diſtinguiſh'd: from it. Bp. But of that 
which was appointed and accepted in order to atone- 
ment for our Sins, as the impulſive Cauſe, which 
become meritorious by his voluntary undertaking. 
R. The Bp would ſuggeſt that there's ſome general 
improper acceptation of Puniſhment in Scripture al- 
ways uſed, in which ſence Chriſt was Puniſhed ;, 
becauſe he faith the nature of the Expreſſions, 
that is, of the uſe of the word Puniſhment, doth 
imply as it were an impulſive cauſe ;, when indeed 
there was none but ſomething that God appointed 
and accepred in order to Atonement, but was not 
Puniſhment in ſtrict and proper Senſe. But yer be- 
comes meritorious by his voluntary undertaking, 
R. That is as much as to ſay, there was nothing 
in Chriſt's Sufterings themſelves, that made them 
Meritorious, but ſomething Antecedent to them, 
viz. The Grace of the Lord Jeſus Chriſt in giving 


. himſelf to be a ranſom, but the ranſom it felt and 


what he ſuffered had no merit in it. Here the Bp 
doth baſely Baxter:ize to caſt Mr. Lob in this Cauſe. 
To which I briefly return, that Puniſhment which 
was appointed by God, and accepted for full Sa- 
tisfaEtion to his oftended Juſtice, was ftrict and 
proper Puniſhment, and of it felt meritorious, bur 
Chriſt's Puniſhment was ſuch. The Major is true, 
elſe the Judge of all the World did not deal Righ- 
teouſly, in putting his Son to grief; for if he put 


him nottoas much as the Law required, the Law 


was not ſatisfied ; if he made only a ſhew of Pu- 
niſhing him, aud did not do it, then the Scripture 
hath given us but a kind of Romantick account 
of Chriſt's Puniſhment, when indeed there was no 
ſuch thing, nor any ſuch cauſe as the Scripture 
acquaints us with, 
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He acquaints us that Mr. B. not content with 
Scripture terms, falls to. enquire into the Nature 
and Reaſon of the thing it ſelf, ſuggeſting that he 
would dive deeper into the thing than Scripture. 

1. That Puniſhment is a Natural Evil inflifted 
for a Moral. 

2. That the Name of Puniſhment is ambiguors, 
becauſe it relates to Puniſhment juſtly infliffed, and 
that which is not; the former Proper, the latter 
Analogical. So that this Analogical Puniſhment is 
that which hath a repreſentation, and looks like 
it ; but isnot ſo, S:mi/za non ſunt Idem , things alike 
arenot the ſame. And that which is improper is 
unjuſtly inflicted, ergo; and hence,Chriſt's Sufterings 
would be unjuſt. But he faith , the firſt and 
moſt natural Senſe of puniſhment, is when the Offen- 
der ſuffers for bis own fault, but there may be 
other reaſons of Puniſhment which he calls Analogi- 
cal, and thoſe from nearneſs of Relation, as Subjeits 
or Princes, or Vicarious ; and why I pray muſt 
theſe be called Analogical and Improper Puniſh- 
ments ? Becauſe it's Mr. B's pleaſure : Why would 
It not be better diſtributed, (unleſs to ſerve a turn). 
Puniſhment is either juſt or unjuft : Juſt, is either 
that which falls on the Perſon committing the 
fault, or on another Relation, or Sponſor that ſuft- 
fers on his behalf, voluntarily ſubjecting to the 
Law in his Place; and what need we Analogica], 
when Proper payment is made to the Law ? Bp 
From whence be inferrs, that ſince Chriſt did not Die 
as a Sinner, therefore his Puniſhment could not be 
proper in the ſtricteſt ſenſe. R. But if Chriſt Died 
for Sin, he Died as Sinners Die ; though he did 
n0-Sin; and in that ſenſe was-not a Sinner ; yet he 
Died for our Sins, as the reaſon of judicial pro- 
ceeding 
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ceeding againſt him ; and this being done by a juft 
God, Be the honour of his Law, it could not be 
but proper Puniſhment..For all juſt Puniſhment is 
proper Puniſhment. 

The Bp himſelf ſhews, that this will not hold 
Water; for whereas Mr. B. diſtinguifheth of Pu- 
nifhment by falſe impatation, and calls it unjuſt, 
but Analogical; and the Pumſhment of another by 
conſent he calls Analogical, but not unjuſfi, the 
Bp Anſwers, If the Pumſhment be juſt, the Cauſe 
muſt be juſt; and ChriſPs could not be juſt with Relati- 
on to his own fault, for none is ſuppoſed ; therefore 
there may be a juft Puniſhment for another's fault , 
and if fo, that (viz. the fault of another] may be 
truly ſaid to be the Meritorious cauſe of it, and the 
Puniſhment, a proper Puniſhment, although for 
another's fault. What can be ſaid more direCtly and 
demonſtratively againft Mr. B. in this Point 2 The 
Argument is this. 

That Puniſhment which is juſt, muſt have a juſt 
cauſe of fault, either in the Perſon ſuftering, or 
ſome other ; and that cauſe is truly meritorious, and 
the Puniſhment, a proper Puniſhment. But the 
Puniſhment of Chriſt was ſuch, therefore .4 proper 
Puniſhment. or 

Having thus thrown Mr. B. on his Back, he en- 
deavours to make ſome little excuſes for him ; Thar 
which led My. B. in denying of it, was the Antino- 
mans making Chriſt to undergo the proper Punſh- 
ment of our Sin, becauſe our Perſonal Guilt was 
according to them transferred upon him. .. 

R. Hence it appears, that in the Bp's Judgment, 
Mr. B. was more excuſeable in being a Socinian, 
than in being an Antinomian ; for he finiing, (faith 
the Bp) this Principle to be the Foundation of An- 
2 110M. 
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tinom. that this could not be true, and therefore 
denied Chriſt's Puniſhment to be proper. But let 
me ſpeak what is truth, as to Mr. B. that I believe 
he had a further infight into this Controverſie than 
it appears the Biſhop had ; and would have told 
him, that theſe two Principles are inconſiſtent, and 
overthrow one another ; Chriſt's Suffering was pro- 
per Puniſhwent. And Chriſt bore no pho tran guilt 
of any; 1o that the Bp's Argumentthat refutes Mr. B. 
redounds back upon himſelt. So that inſtead of fetch- 
ing off Mr. B. they both fall irrecoverably together by 
one blow; and it's eaſie to take notice how he 
buftets Mr. B. afterwards, quoting Mr. B's words 
upon this reaſon ; he ſaith, But then as you (Mr. 
Lob) zruly cite his words, he makes our Sins not to 
be the meritorious'Cauſe of Chriſt's Sufferings, but 
a kind of promeritorious or occaſional Cauſe. 
Therefore he means no more by promeritorious than 
occaſional; and in the Bp's Judgment falls under 
Mr. L's Charge. Yea , he ſaith we muſt do him 
right, [is it to acquit or condemn Mr. B ? Sure to 
pals ſentence againſt him,] So far as to rake no- 
tice, that in ſtating the Socinian Controverſie, he 
makes it to conſiſt in denying thab Chriſt did under- 
£0 any Penalty for our Sins, as the meritorious or 
promeritorious Cauſe, but only as occaſions ; and yet 
here he makes the pro-meritoriouws cauſe and the oc- 
caſional the ſame ;, and he denies that our Sins were 
the meritorious cauſe ;, but only becauſe if we had not 
Sinned be had not ſuffered. What is this any more, 
than an occaſional cauſe? If the World had not 
been created, Man had not fell; if there had been 
no Law, there had been no Sin; and what faith 
the Bp, truly he is neceflitated to give Sentence 
againſt Mr.B. though in as. ſoft terms as pay be, 
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P. 156. Theſe Expreſſions, T grant, taken alone, yield 
too much to the Socimans, who do not deny our 
Sins to have been a remote impulſive and occaſional 
cauſe of Chriſt's Sufferings, but deny them to be 
the meritorious cauſe of them. What can be more 
plat and full to prove Mr.B. Socinianizing in theſe 
oints ? 

For all this, he will zoz g:ve zp Mr. B. to the So- 
cinians; why ? Becauſe he hath writ of the Do- 
Ctrine of the Trinity; that he might do, and yet 
be a Socin. in ithe Doctrine of Satisfaction : But he 
hath written of the DoCtrine of SatisfeEtion; yes, he 
hath retained the word to make his DoCtrine go 
down the better, but hath endeavoured todeftroy the 
thing to all intents and purpoſes. 

Bp. The/e may be ſaid for bis Vindication, 1. By 
laying all the paſſages together, he muſt mean ſome- 
thing more by his promeritous Cauſe, than meerly a 
remote ade ks. auſe. 

A. This ſuppoſition is very unreaſonable when 
the Bp hath told us, from Mr B's own Mouth, 
what he means by his promeritorious Cauſe. It is 
not hard to conceive what Mr. B. meant by pro- 
meritorious, it is only that Sin Antecedently to 
Chriſt's Death was meritorious of Death ; but this 
merit terminated there, and never reached as a Cauſe 
meritorious of the Sufferings of Chriſt : Thzs merit 
the Bp ſaith 7s antecedent. to the Legiſlator*'s aft 
in accepting a Sponſor, and 3s but an occaſional 
Cauſe ; and what ſaith he of an occaſional Cauſe ? 
It's really no Cauſe at all, &c. juſt as if a Man 


ſaid, , the Fire of London was the eccaſional Cauſe 
of the Monument, Þ. 169, 


Bp. 
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Bp. Now no Man can ſay the fault antecedently 
was any more than an occaſional cauſe of the inno- 
cent Perſon's Suffering. - 

A. This is true in Mr B's ſenſe, that the fault of the 
Offender makes him only guilty and deſerving of 
Puniſhment in general ; but is not transferred to the 
Sponſor to beany Guilt or deſert of his Puniſh- 
ment; which is truly Mr. B's meaning of his term 
Promeritorious : And therein Mr. B. is conſonant 
to himlelf, mm ſaying it's but an occaſional Cauſe, 
and that-Sin is a remote impulſive Cauſe, v7z2. re- 
mote from Chriſt, tho' immediate and impulfive to 
Puntſhtnent. 2. This is true in the Bp's Senſe, 
who ſaith, Chrift ſuffered Puniſhment for Sin, and 
bear the Perſonal Guilt of none, is to make the 
Sin of Man no more than an occafional Cauſe : But 
the confſiftency of the aſſertion lyes more on Mr. 
B's fide, becxufe he knew it to be a great incon- 
ſiſtency to ſay, that Chrift bore proper Puniſhment, 
when he bore the guilt of no Sin, 

Bp. But taking all together, wben he is admitted 
ro ſuffer in the place of the Guilty, the Law with 
the Puniſhment makes the impulſrve Cauſe become 
meritorious ; and it 7s the immediate Reaſon of his 
Stfferings. 

R. This the Bp ſpeaks as the truth, and inti- 
mates as if he would have it Mr. Bs Senſe, but 
Rog no proof thatit is ſo ; neither is it likely he 
hould; being not conſonant at all to what Mr. B. 
every-where maintains; and what if the Bp faith 
To, -it's not conſonantat all to the Tenet he defends 
that Chrift bore no Perſonal Guilt 2 For then how 
can the Guilt of/any become the meritorious and 
immediate reaſon of his Sufterings ? 


Bp. 
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Bp. The only queſtion then 7s, - whether this can 
dratery be called a meritorious cauſe. A. That may 
e taken in two Senſes. 1, In a ſirit and proper 
fence; ſo your ſelf deny that Chriſt merited 
by his own Sin. 2. In the ſenſe of the Law, [7. e. 
Sin was legally charged on Chrift]J and /o that 
which was the near 1mpulſroe cauſe [the fault of 
the Tranſgreflor] may be truly ſaid to be meritort- 
04s as to his ſufferings, becauſe they made it an 
act of Fuſtice, which otherways bad been an aft of 
Power and Dominion. R. Seenow the Bp's clear 
conceſſion. 1. That what is here ſpoken of Chriſt, 
it's in the ſenſe of the Law, not in a Phyſical or 
Moral ſenſe. 2. He makes the near impulſive cauſe 
Sin, and here Sin in its merits or deſerts, the im- 
mediate reaſon of Chriſt's ſuftering ; can that be 
any thing but the Guilt of Men's Perſons 2 3. Sin 
is ſuch a reaſon as may diſtinguiſh Chriſt's Pu- 
niſhment from an AEt of Dominion, and make it 
an Act of Juſtice. How is it poſſible that any Man 
that ſaith this, can ſay that the guilt * of Man's Sin 
was not charged on Chriſt as our Repreſentative 
in a legal Senſe, z. e. in a way of Judicial pro- 
ceeding 

Now doth the Bp lay down this as Mr. B's 
ſenſe? No, he dare not; for it he did, Mr. B. 
(were he living) would fay he had laid therein the 
Foundation of Antinomianiſnf. 

Bp. The queſtion between ws and the Socimans, 
7s not about meritorious, and promeritorious Cauſe. 
R. I wonder the Bp ſhould infinuate 1o great a falſ- 
hood, when he knows the queſtion between us and 
the Socinians, is whether our Sins were the merito- 
rious cauſe of Chriſt's ſufferings, or occaſional? And 
it's that which hath been at preſent under hand : 
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Promeritorious being a word of Mr. B's bringing 
in; it may be they might not think of it, ro hide 
occaſional under it, as he doth, tomake Men think 
he did not deny all meritin this Caſe. 

Bp. But the queſtion is, whether Chriſt did really 
undergo the Puniſhment of our Sins in order to be a 
Sacrifice of Atonement for them © And in this we 
have Mr. B's conſent expreſsd on all occaſions. 
R., I wonder the Bp can ſpeak thus, why doth he 
not acquaint us then with his conſent in one paſſage ; 
if he hath any ſuch paſſage, doth he mean as he 
ſpeaks ? No, no more than the Bp, who could nor, 
aSlong as he held that Chriſt bore the perſonal guilt 
or deſert of none. 

It is now evident the Bp hath faid nothing to the 
purpoſe for vindication of Mr. B. what hath 
been ſaid hath been for a greater confirmation of the 
Charge, and wounding his own Cauſe. 

He faith little further, but to excuſe, 1. Liberty 
muſt be given to Metaphyſick Heads. 2. Tells 
a Story of Lubberizs and Mcacoviys, 3. He tells 
us of favourable interpretations , that are to be gi- 
ven to Perſons, that keep to the main point, as if 
this were but a trifling matter-between the Socin. and 
us. 

4+ Mr. L. argues that Mr. B. ſpeaks after the 
Unitarians. — That Chriſt did not undergo puniſh- 
ment properly ſo called, but in a popular ſenſe of 
Puniſhment. The Bp in anſwer doth fill up-p. 162, 
163, 164, 1635, 166. in ſhewing what flippery 
Gentlemen, the Writers of the Unirarian Doctrine 
are, but nothing to Mr. L's Charge of Mr. B. there- 
fore yields the truth thereof, and agrees with Mr. 
L. in theſe words. Bp. you ſay , Rectoral Juſtice 
doth eſſentially reſpect the Law 7n its or 
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—— Whatever a Soveraign may do in atts of Do 
minion. — A Rector cannot juſtly inflict Suffer- 
ings 0n an innocent perſon as ſuch. ' Here I grazt 
you have come up to the true ſlate of the Caſe be- 
tween the Socin. and 5; and therefore we ihall 
leave it, and let the Reader judge who is caſt at the 
Bp's Bar. 

But before I end, it's necefſary to conſider how the 
Bp. doth reconcile his two Principles. 

I. That the Sin of Man was the immediate, im- 
pulſive and meritorious Cauſe of Chriſt's Sufter- 
ow: This he holds againſt the Socinians and 

it. B. 

2. That Chriſt bore not the Perſonal Guilt of 
any Legally. but that all Perfonal Guilt remains on 
the Sinner, and was not legally transferred to 
Chrift. For this he faith, P. 167. 

Bp. 1. We ſay, that Puniſhment may be juſtly in- 
Nlicted, where there was a Tranſlation of Guilt by 
Relaxation of the Law, as to perſonal Offenders, 
and admitting a Mediator to ſuffer in their ſtead. 

R, No Guilt 1s tranſlated by Relaxation of a 
Law, for that diſpencerh only. 2. Ifthe Law be re- 
laxed as to Perſonal Oftenders, the doing of thoſe 
things aſter the relaxation, is,not Sin, which was 
ſo before ; what needs a transferring to another 2 
3. If the Precept be not relaxt (which they will 
be loath to fay it is) then the Penalty muſt; 
and it 1o, either to a part only, or to the whole : 
If to the whole, what need is there of a Tranſla- 
tion ? If toa part only, then part of rhe Sin only 
1s transferred, and Chriſt Died only for ſome part 
of our Sin, not all. - Hence one part of our Salva- 
tion is owing to the relaxed Law, and the other to 
Chriſt, Hence Chrift did not farisfe the Law, in the 
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proper and ftrift Nature of it, and Chriſt's Suffer- 
ings were improper Puniſhments, according to 
Mr. B. And here the Bp runs on ground. 

Bp. He faith, 2. Abſolute Promiſes of the New- 
Covenant, on which ſo much weight 3s laid, (with- 
out comparing them with other places) ſpeak no 
more of Chriſt's Sufferings, than they do of any Con- 
ditions in xs. Here our own Qualifications and 
Performances, are made to have an equality of con- 
ditionality, {xderally with Chriſt's Suiterings ; 
and if Chriſt's Sufterings be meritorious, ſo are 
they too. 

Bp. 3. The notion of Satisfaction lays the Foun: 
dation of Antinomianiſm, which attributes unto 
God ſuch a ſort of vindictive Fuſtice which requires 
an abſolute and perfect Satisfaction in the ſame 
kind tor the Sins of Mankind, R. How much 
this kind of fatisfattion borders upon Socinianiſm in 
the true meaning of it, it's eafie to judge; and 
what little reaſon the Bp had to rejett the Principles 
that Mr. B. built upon is manifeſt, being a firmer 
Foundation for his building; And after all rhat he hath 
ſaid againſt them, as too much favouring Socinia- 
niſm; he is tain to lay hold on them to ſupport 
his own Fabrick. See here the pitiful thifts 
Men are put to that wander from the way of truth. 
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Arguments to prove that Chriſt bore 
the Perſonal Guilt of all them for 
whom he Suffered. 


HAT the leſs intelligent Reeader may not 
be at loſs for the truth, not ſo eably finding 
it among the Controverſal Difficulties of a Diſpute, 
I have thought good ro make plain proof of this 
great Queſtion in the affirmative. | | 
And that we may prevent enlargements, I premite, 

I. That by Perſonal Guilt, is meant the Guilt of 
every particular Perſon tor whom Chriſt Died; 
as of Noah, David, and Peter, Ec. 

2. | take Guilt and Sin, and the: merit and deſert 
of Sin, to be equivalent terms in the ſenſe of the 
Spirit of God ; and though the Scripture uſe the 
word Sin, and we moſt commonly ſay Guilt, this 
is exegetical, to ſhew that we mean not that the 
Subjective Phyſical Att of Sin was transferred to 
Chriſt ; nor- the inherent - Moral Pollution : But 
whatever is in either, that is -a Tranſgrellion of 
the Law, the Law-relation of all Sin, ſo far as the 
Law condemns the Sinner tor it, was charged on 
Chriſt, z. e. Legally and Juridically in the Juſt God's 
diſtribution of Juſtice. Then I argue, 

Arg. 1. He that was puniſht for Sin, bore Sin in the 
Perſonal Guil, 7. e. the Legal Charge of it, . asthe 
reaſon of his Puniſhment; but Chriſt was punilhr 
tor ir by the Conceflionof our oppoſites , Ergo, 
The Major is true. t. Becauſe God is Juſt. 2. Pu- 
nithment without a Reaſon = very unjuſt. 3. There 
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was no reaſon in Chriſt abſolutely conſidered for his 
Puniſhment, therefore in ſome others; therefore the 
Perſonal Sin of ſome or other. 4. Wirhout'a bear- 
ing of Sin in the legal deſert of ſome or other, he 
could not be juſtly -puniſhed by the Law. 

Arg. 2. He that was made Sin for-us, was made 
ſo by charging our Sins upon him, bare Perſonal 
Guilt; for he was made that, which he was not in 
himſelf: Now how could he be made fo, 
but by an imputation of the Sins of others t6 him, 
2 legal proceeding with him in judicature; which 
could be no other than by Judging -and Puniſhing 
him for ſome Guilt that merits the Wages of Death ? 
The Anſwer the Socinians and others make to 2 Cor. 
5. 21. is that hewas made Sin as the Sacrifices were, 
becauſe a Sin-oftering is called «pagie : But anſwer, 
I. It was eſſential to the Sin-offering to have the 
the Perſonal Guilt of the Sinner charged npon it. 
2. When dyagia is uſed for a Sin-offtering, it's 
a &uagias, 3. The Prophet I/a. doth only uſe 
TRLN but 71v9 when he ſpeaks of Chriſt's bearing 
Sin, which laft word is never uſed for Sin-offering. 
4. He was made Sin as we are made Righteous; now 
we are not made Righteous by being made Sacri- 
fices for Sin, but by imputation. 

Arg. 3. He that bore the Curſe of the Law to 
Redeem us from it, bore alſo the Perſonal Guilt of 
our Sins ; but Chriſt bore the Curſe of the Law, 
Gal. 3.13. For the Major it's as clear as the Sun, 
becauſe Curſe 1s inſeparable from Sin; the Law 
curſeth no where but where it finds Perſonal Guilt. 
Let theſe Men tell me where a Curſe falls upon 
the head of any one, but of ſuch wherein there is 
vin in ſome legal ſenſe or other. 
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Arg. 4: If the Priefts and Sacrifices of old, the 
Types of Chrift and his Sufferings, had the Perfo- 
nal Guiltof Sin laid upon them , then Chriſt the 
Antitype, in his Sufferings, had Perſonal Guilt lajd 
upon him : Bur the Antecedent is without contra- 
diction, yea, and the Conſequence ; becauſe the An- 
titype is to anſwer the Type, in all things wherein 
it is a Type. 

Arg. 5. If they that were Puniſhed by the Law,did . 
bear their Perſonal Sins by the Law ; then if Chriſt, 
was Puniſhed by the Law, he alſo bore Sin by the 
Law. But the Antecedent is true by the Scripture, 
both. in them that are recorded to have been Pu: 
niſhed in Perſon for their own Sins, Lev. 29. 20. 
and 22.9. and 24. 15. Numb. 9. 13, and 14. 34. 
and 18, 22, 32. Ezck. 23. 49. and in ſuch as are 
recorded to have been Puniſhed or Sutter for others, 
T/a. 53. 11. Ezek. 4. 4, 5, 6. The Conſequence 
muſt be true if Chriſt was Puniſhed by Law, and 
was one that Suftered for others; the proof whereof 
the Scripture is full of. 

Arg. 6. If Chriſt bore not Perſonal Guilt, bur 
every one's Perſonal Guilr ſill remains, then the 
Spirit of God taught David to pray after his Sin 
in vain, Deliver me from Blood guiltineſs, O 
God. But David's Prayer was not in vain , bur 
was he delivered from his Perſonal Guilt of Blood 2? 
Or elſe he muſt at this day be a Blood-guilty Mur- 
derer in Heaven. 

Arg. 75. A Surety to God for Sinners, bears their 
Sins in being Punithed for them ; but Chriſt was 
a Surety, Heb. 7. 22. There's no fence againſt fuch 
a Flail as this one expreſs place. 2. The Minor is 
quarrelled by our Adverſaries, but not Univertally 
denied, yet they would make a ſeeming Evation. that 
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they will have Chrift a Surety for God to us, and not 
for us ro God + and that Chriſt was no Money-Surety 
for us, we being Criminals; and that Sin muſt not 
be lookt onas a Debt; the folly of all which hath 
been made ſufficiently manifeſt. 

Arg. g. It the Perſonal guilt of Sin was taken 
away by Jeſus Chriſt, then Chriſt muſt bear Per- 
ſonal Guilt : But the Guilt of Perſonal Sins was ta- 
ken away by Chrift, as appears by 1 Fobn 3.5. 
Heb. 9. 26. He took away Sin by the Sacrifice of 
himſelf : Sin- cannot be ſaid to be taken away, if it 
be not taken away in the Perſonal Guilt. The Major 
appears from the Type of the Scape-Goat, Levzr. 16. 

Arg. 9. Where there's no Condemnation, there 
Perſonal Guilt is taken away, nor nothing to be laid 
to the Charge of a Perſon; but there's no Condem- 
nation, (7z. e. Reaſon of Condemnation in the Eye 
of the Law) in a Believer, Rom. 8. for there's no 
Reaſon of Condemnation, but Guilt of Sin ; and 
none takes off the reaſon of our Charge of Fault to 
Law Condemnation, but Chrift by bearing Sin unto 
Puniſhment and Satisfaction, Rom. 8. 33, 34. For 
where there is the Perſonal Guilt of Sin, there's Con- 
demnation. Now this Freedom from Condemnation 
was fully obtain'd and procured by Chrilt's Sacri- 
fice, but the purchaſed Right is not received and 
poſſeſled till Application; till then a Sinner is ſhut 
up and impriſoned under the Law, as to State and 
Conſcience; but when he is in Chrift Jeſus by Faith, 
he is fully inftated in the purchaſed Poſlefſton. 

Arg. 10. It Chriſt's Puniſhment was wichout his 
b=aring of our Perſonal Guilt, there was no change 
of Perſons berween Chriſt and us, according to 2 Cor. 
Se 21. for as we were, ſo we remain to be guilty | 
Sinners; and 1o long as we are ſo, we cannot * 
righ- 
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righteous; we can't be made the Righteouſneſs of 
God in Chrift, ſo long as we remain guilty Sinners 
in our ſelves. 

Arg. 11. Where Perſonal Guilt remains, there's 
no Acceptation with God; for all our Accepration, 
either of Perſons or Services, is in Chriſt, God 
profeſſing he will ,not clear the Guilty. 

Arg. 12. I might argue from all thoſe places of 
Scripture that ſpeak out this Truth fully and expreſ- 
ly, which cannot have any rational Senſe put upon - 
them, no leſs than three times in I/a. 53. and 1 Per. 
2. 24. who his own {ſelf bare our Sins in his Body on 
the Tree. 

There's no one Truth in the Scripture, that is 
more fully and plainly recorded in the Old Teſta- 
ment and New. The Spirit telling us of a Believer's 
Sin covered, not imputed, Pſal. 32. Rom. 4. Of 
our being made nigh to God, and Chriſt being our 
Peace, Eph, 2. 13, 14, 15. Likewiſe Chriſt ded 
the juſt for the unjuſt, to bring ws unto God, 1 Pet. 
3. 18. But this is enough ro coniirm the weak, 
and to convince Gainſayers, and to lead all the Lo- 
vers of Truth into the Mind of the Spirit in this 
great Article of our Faith. 


The Presbyterian Articles againſt the Diſſenting 
Brethren Anſwered. 


I Had thought when I began this Task to 
have paſſed over the firſt part altogether ; for 
tho' I found it a very falſe Hiltory, yet [ 
knowing from whoſe Hands the Bp. had it, 
I did not think he was chargeable ſo much with 
the fallhood, as with an unjuſt unwarinels and par- 
tiality, to take up the Report of a Difterence, and 
to publiſh the Hiſtory of it to the World {rom one 
Party 
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Party only concerned therein, I deem'd therefore e- 
nongh to refer the Reader to the true Hiſtory of the 
Union and Breach; but upon the review of the ſaid 
falfe Hiftorical Account; and finding a freſh Preſent- 
ment bronghrt in againft the Diſſenting Brethren from 
the late Union, by the grand Rebuker under divers 
'Articles, for holding and publiſhing many poyſon- 
fome dangerous Herefies, of ſo miſchievous a Na- 
ture, that he reacherh his rractable Reader a torm 
of Prayer, to uſe ſtill before he reads them, to wit, 
that he may not ſuck in the Bane and Poyſon thereof. 

And finding the . Bp, received the ſaid Prefent- 
ment very much like a Gentleman.and ſends forth his 
. very Chriſtian Summons for our Appearance to the 
high Charges in theſe Words: The Accuſation be- 
ng now-publick, and the Nation 7s concern'd as tothe 
Diſhonour done to Religion thereby, altho' I had ſeen 
the ſaid Reproaches in the Presbyrerians Hands, and 
found they had brought the ſaid Brethren under their 
Cenſure in their unrighteous way of proceeding,with- 
out any hearing, I thought more expedient ro flighr 
than anſwer their unreaſonable Clamours, being 
abundantly conſcious of my own Innocency in thoſe 
Matters ; my great Miſtake was in miſtzking them, 
being at my Concurrence with them in the Union, 
( for which I have deeply repented ) bur a meer 
Stranger to their Perſons Ways and Actions. And be- 
fore 1 come to the particular Articles, it's necefly- 
ry to premiſe a few things; that now, | 

1. I think it neceſſary for my felt to appear to 
the Accuſations, and make publick Anſwer ro them, 
but do not undertake that all I fay is the Senſe of 
my Brethren in every Particular; I ſuppoſe they 
may concur with me id far, that ſome ditterent Ap- 
prehenfions will make no Breach in our mutual Love 
and Aﬀections, 2.1 
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2. I apprehend it very unteaſonable, as well as 
unchriſtim'and ungenteel, to charge thoſe things for 
dangerous Errors upon a whole Party, which are 
pretended to be taken from the Writings or Sayings 
of one or two -only. 

3. It is very traducing and ſlanderous; 1. Not to 
prove the Words charged for Error in the Senſe they 


_ repreſent them, on the Party that wrote or ſpake 


them, but to make an Accuſarion at large, and. at 
random. 2. That they publiſh theſe for Errors be- 
fore they had diſputed them with ſuch as they charge, 
and proved them fv. | 

4. Let me ask our angry Brethren a few Queſti- 
ons for my Information. 1. Whether they think 
in their Conſciences, and in the ſight of God, they 
have dealr uprightly and ſincerely with the Truth, 
and with their Brethren in this Controveriie ? 2. 
Whether it becomes the Saints to appear ſuch pub- 
lick bitter Accuſers of their Brethren, as appears by 
the foul-mouth'd Rebuker, and others, whoſo have 
been employ'd and applauded in this dirty Service ? 
3. Whethet it be for the Honour of the Nonconfor- 
miſts thus to bewray their own Nefts? 4. Whe- 
ther they think not in their Conſtiences that many 
things they charge for Errots are great Truths in 
ſome Sence or other ? Therefore is it not very unfair 
to charge in general and dubious terms, without 
any Diſtinctions or Explications? Doth. this become 
learned Divines? 

The Rebukers Articles which he brought into 


. Court were, I find to the number of 21, but 


it ſeems the judicious Bp. contracted them to Six, 
which he hath called us to appear to, looking upon 
the reſt (I ſuppoſe) as frivolous,illiterate or ſpitetul ; 
the Six, with my RE Anſwers , are as Ro 
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Er. 1. That Pardon is rather the Condition- of 
Faith, having a cauſal Influence therenmpo, -+Den 
Faith and Repentance are of Pardon. - 

A. The Words were mine in 7ranfitu of a-Dil- 
courſe, and therefore it is very unfair to expoſe 
them, without ſhewing their Dependance. 1. 1 
have ſhewn, and proved, and will ſtand by it, that 
Pardon, 'Faith and Repentance, belong not to the 
conditional Part of the new Covenant, bur to the 
Promiſory. 2. That Pardon, Faith and Repentance, 
altho' they . are not Faederal Conditions, yet being 
connected in the Promiſe, may have a Connexion 
conditional given to them, as if a Man believe he 
receiveth Pardon, in believing; if he repent, he will 
believe; it he repent, and believe, he ſhall be faved; 
and I renounce not theScriptureLanguage in anything, 
but defire to underftand and explain it in its true and 
genuine Senſe. 3.I ſay,thar if we talk of the Feederal 
Conditionality of Faith toPardon ; Pardon is rather a 
FaderalCondition oſFaith andRepentance,thanFaith 
of Pardon; I fay, not that ic is,but rather becauſe di- 
ftinguiſhing Pardon aright into Active and Pathve; 
i ſay,PardonPathve received can't be withoutFaith to 
receive it, bur Pardon Active muſt be before Faith. 
1. Becauſe the Objett thar the Hand receives muſt 
be before the Infirument. that receives it. 2. The 
Grace of Pardon is in God to be beſtowed before we 
receive :t. 3. Thereis Pardon in Cariit for all that 
ſhall believe, Jo. 17. 20.Sce what Mr.Cape ſaith on this 
point, 1: zs one thing for all the Sins of all theElet to 
be pardoned to Chriſt for them; that was done before 
we were, or our Sins were, another thing to be par- 
doned to them: Chriſt was made a Curſe for 1s by 
Imputation, for that the Father did impute all our 
S275, as a Fudge roChriſt, as our Surety, [the true 

| notion 
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notion of Imputation, that it is not an At of Grace, 
but a Judicial AQ] and God d:d exatt all of him as 
guilty by that Law, &c. 3. Pardon in God and in 
Chrift' hath a cauſal Influence on Faith and KRepen- . 
tance: 1. Pardon is an eflenrial cauſe of a pardoned 
Perſon, the Abſtract being the formal cauſe of the 
Concrete; pardoning Grace doth efteCtuaily work 
all Graces of the Spirit in us, the pardoning Grace 
of the Father, Son, and Spirit, 2. The Goſpel 
preached to Sinners, which is Pardon of Sin; the 
Goſpel preached to Abraham, is that which works 
Faith' thro' the effectual Operation of the Spirit, 
A. 13. 39. Rom. 10. 15. And it was preached to 
David by Nathan, 2 Sam. 12.17. as done before his 
particular Repentance, expreſs'd P/2/. 51. therefore 
if- we t2/'\. of Feederal Conditions, Pardon is rather 
ſuch, han Faith and Repentance, becauſe it's in 
Nature 'as well as Time antecedent ; and ſuch an an- 
tecedent, as hath a caufal Influence. And: hence 
I alfo aſſert, that every neceſlary antecedent, tho' 
with caufal Influence upon the conſequent, is not a 
Feederal- Condition. | 
Er: 2. That Sin it ſelf. as oppoſed to Gmilt, was 
laid on Chriſt, and Chriſt was reputed a Criminal , 
not only'by Man, but God.' | | 
- A. Asrothe firft clauſe, they ſhould have pointed 
out the Perſon thar ſaid it. It 1 ſpake it, or writ 
it, I was aſleep then; for when we ſay Sin was laid 
on Chriſt, we ſpeak not of it by way of Oppoſition 
unto Guilt, but by way of Identity or Sameneſs with 
Guilt, in the Dialett of the Spirit of God, ' our ate 


_ of the Word Guilt, being but an apt ExegtticaT 


Term to -expreſs the meaning of Sin in this Point, 

becauſe the Phyſical Subſtratum of Sin' cant bz' 

transferred to-another, = the Law Relation _ 
2 $ 
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As to the ſecond charge, 1. It will be eafily gran- 
ted by the Accuſers, that a Sinner's Debts to the Law 
are Crimes. 2. Tofſay he was a reputed Criminal 
in Law only, is by a received Senſe to quſtihe the 
perſonal and abſolute Innocency of Chriſt in him- 
RIF. 3. I ſuppoſe they will not deny, that if Sin 
was charged on Chriſt tor the delivery of Sinners, 
it was done by God as his Att, and nor by the falſe 
Accuſation of Saran or his Inſtruments; for the Sal- 
vation of Sinners. by his vcaring Sin, was never their 
Deſign; and ir's ſaid God laid upon him the Iniqui- 
ty of us all, 1/2. 53. 4. The term Criminal might 
poliibly be uſed by ſome or other, with a good 
Meaning, but I look not upon it as proper, and I 
don't know that I have uſed it; it I have, I have bet- 
ter conſidered of it. 1. Becauſe tho? the Scripture 
faith Sin was laid on Chriſt, and that he was made 
Sin, yet it ſaith not that he was a Sinner, ora Cri- 
minal. 2. Becauſe his bearing Sin, and being made 
ſo, it plainly implies that he was not ſo in himſelf, 
but made {o by Law Imputation, and by ſtanding in 
2 Surety relation to the Law for us. 3, A Sinner ox 
Criminal doth in an ordinary and common Accep- 
tation import a Committer, or Perperrator of Sin, 
which Chriſt never was 'nat reputed by God ſo to 
be, Therefore herein God ſhews his wonderful 
Wiſdom, in teaching us to ſpeak of Chriſt in this 
great Myſtery with 1o much Exactnels. 

Er. 3. That theDoQrine of Fuſti fication before Faith 
3s not an Error, but agreat and glorious Truth, and 
therefore we believe that we may be juſtified decla- 


Fatroely. 

-— k iS an Error, and it is not an Error; it is an 

Error to fqy Juſtification by Faith is before Faith in 

time, and a contradiCtion in Adjetfo, therefore I ne- 
| ' | Ver 
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yer ſaid ſo for Juſtification by Faith can't be before 
Faith is in the Receiver to receive it by : But that 
Juſtification is before Faith, is a glorious Truth , 
and this I muſt affirm forTruth,that there is Juſtifica- 
tion before Faith, if we diſtinguiſh of Juſtification 
arighr, as of Pardon, and fay it's aQtively and paſ- 
ſively to be underftoad, ative Juſtification is in God 
that juſtifieth, Rox.8. the Grace of Juſtification a Gift 
to us. 2. Chriſt as the Head and Repreſentative of 
the Elect, was juſtified, and all the Elect fundamen- 
rally in him, elſe Jeſus Chrift's ſuffering as a publick 
Perſon,could nor have been, he was taken from Priſon 
and Fudement. 3. Juſtifcation-in Application, is by 
Nature beforeFaith,becauſe all Grace apprehends the 
Dinner before he apprehends it, and is the immedi- 


. ate cauſe of a Sinner's apprehending it. Again, 


the Grace of Juſtification is in nature before SanCtifi- 
cation, and the Foundation of it by the conſent of 
Proteſtants; and therefore it's faid inthat Sence, that 
God juſtifies the ungodly ; not that we ſhould beun- 
godly,but that hefinds and takes us intharState; and 
1o doth the ſanCtitying Grace of God in Regenerati- 
on, God doth both juſtifie and ſanQtite the ungod- 
ly, by his aCtive apprehending Grace, Phz/. 3. 12. 
As to the ſecond clauſe I ſuppoſe none can deny, 
that therefore we believe that we may be juſtified, 
Rom. 10. 10. and elſewhere; and as to the laſt 
Word, wherein they lay rhe ſtreſs of the Error, 
they might pur it in unexceptionableTerms by adding 
a monolyllable, they believe that they may be juſli fied, 
and declaratively, they believe that they may 
receive, and have Eternal Life, and that they may 
know they have it, according to the expreſs Words 
of the Apoſtle, 1 7obr 5. 12, 13. 
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- Er.'4. Union to Chriſt 7s before Faith at leaſt by 
Natare; ard we partake of the Spirit by virtue of 


that Union, and there's a compleat Union with Chriſt - 


before the Aﬀ of Faith. 

A: For 'the firſt. clauſe off the- charge I own it, 
and have defended ir' as Truth; and ſhall ftand by 
it, and am ready to diſpute-it with the Accuſers 
whenthey pleaſe; in the mean time, let them tell 
me whether Faith be-not a vital A& of the Soul ? 
If ſo, how came the Fruit to grow - on the- Branch 
before it-was in-the Root, Chrift Jeſus? Again; if 
Faith be the EfteQ of Union to*Chrift, then Union 
IS thecauſe,and*in Nature antecedent to-it. There's 
no need to enlarge *upon- ſo plain a Truth, the ſe- 
cond clauſe is as true, that by. virtue of this Union, 
or in this Union wetrrſt partake of the Spirit, be- 
cauſe the Spirit-is the Sprrit of Chriſt, Rom: 8.” The 
Spirit is the Bond of his Union; for, 3. I know 
not- whether it be mine in- the terms expreſſed, but 
if it were, there was ſomething ſaid to explain it; 
the Senſe I am ready to defend it in is this, that 
whatever Union Chriſt makes is compleat in it ſelf, 
ſuch- is vital Union in Regeneration, where the Re- 
generated is altogether paſlive; and all Regenera- 
tion is perfect, tho? the regenerated is not ; every one 
conceived is perfectly conceived, tho' the conceived 
is not perfettly grown; every one born is perfectly 
born, tho® every one born is not perfect; 10 is every 
one born of the Spirit, he hath compleat Lite, tho' he 
is not compleat in the Atts of Lite; compleatneſs 
of Life, and compleatneſs in-exerciling the Afts of 
Life, areto be diſtinguilhed. 

Er. 5. It zs a great Truth, that God ſees no Sin 11 
a Believer, and Sin can do no Hurt to a Believer ; 
God is not diſpleaſed with his People, and 1s not 
4 ; ang ry 
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engry with the Perſons of Behievers for their Sins. 
. A. Here are the 12, 13, 14'0f the Rebuker's Ar- 
ticles crowded together. As to. the firſt, I fay,r. 
They are the Words of Scripture, let the Exceptors 
ſhew and provethat the Spirit of God means quite 
contrary to what it {xith in that Place; Num.21.27. 
and that all other Places of Scripture that confirm 
this Truth are falſe, and mean quite-contrary ; as 
when it faith a Believer is bletied his Sins, being co- 
vered, and not imputed, P/a/. 22. 1,2. Thisis Poy- 
ſon; bur the meaning is, He is ble{ſed whoſe Sin is 
uncovered before God, and his Iniquity imputed ; 
when God ſaith he doth not remember our Iniqui- 
ties, you mult read it, He doth remember our Ini« 
quity. Let them give a rational Senſe, of 7er. 50. 
20. Mic.7, 19. Fer. 31.34 eb. 8. 12. ch. 10. 17. 
But let them not take us to be ſo ftupid, as to un- 
derſtand this of the Eye of his Omnrſciency, but in 
reſpect of the Eye of his Zuſtice, Pal. 51.9. when 
they give us any probable Interprerarion of the fore- 
mentioned Places of Scriprure, 1o to prove the Word 
of God falſe, Num. 23. In the Senſe we take it, as 
I could never ſee yet the greateſt of them ever did, 
we will acknowledge it an Error, in the mean rime 
let them give us leave to believe ir, and receive it 
as an Article of Faith. | 
The ſecond Clauſe the Rebukers 13 is, That Sr 
can't do any real Hut io a Believer, | 
A. Why is this charged upon the dillenting Bre- 
thren 2 Did they ever hear any one of them afſert it 
in Terminrs; hethat uttered it in the Ardency of a 
popular Diſcourſe was above 509 Years fince, and is 
it Blaſphemy -or Hereſie ro detend a good Man's 
Diſcourſe by a charirable Interpretarion © It they had 
a Grain of Charity, they may ealily 1ce thar hemeant 
not 


83 Anſwers to the 


not according to that groſs Senſe they would put up- 
on the ſaying, that he intended not to countenance 
Profeſſors living in Sin, nor in reſpe& of Grief: 
Sorrow and Darkneſs, occaſioned by a Believer's 
Fall into Sin, but his meaning was, 1. That their 
Falls into Sin ſhould not prejudice that State of 
Union to Chriſt, according to Rom. 8.25,36,37,38. 
2. That tho' Sin remain in them, yet they ſhall not 
have Dominion over them. according to Roy. 6: 14, 
I5. 3. That tho' they fall, they {hall ariſe, accor- 
ding to Mzc. 7.8. 4. That God will over-rule all 
the Falls of his Children for their Spiritual Good 
and Advantage, according to Rozn. 8. 28. and there- 
fore he ſaith real Þurt. 

The third thing here, which is the Rebuker's 
14th, God 7s not diſpleaſed with his People, i. e. 
their Perſons. A. Why do they not explain what 
they mean by God's diſpleaſure; do they mean 
Paternal or Vindifrve: Itthey mean Paternal, in a 
way of Rebuke and Chaſtiſment, who denies it ? 
IF they mean VindiQtive, we deny it. Aegain, 
why do they not tell us what they mean by God's 
People, do they mean a Collection of Profefling 
People, Church or Nation? Such may be the ge- 
fleral Defection of theſe from their Profeſſion, ne- 
ver real and true, that God's Vindittive Wrath may 
go forth againſt them, as often againſt his People 
of Old. Laftly, God is never pleaſed with the Sins 
of his People, therefore condemned all their Sins in 
the Fleſh of Chriſt, Ro-x.8.3.But God is not diſpleaſed 
with the Perſons of his People, ſuch as are called 
according to purpoſe, becauſe he loved them with an 
Erernal Love; and he is a God that changeth 
nor. 


Art, 6, 
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Art.6.Be/ltevers areas Righteous as Chriſt. 4. Moſt 
know who is Charged here, it is one thar is = 
to give up his Account to his Lord and Mafter : 
I doubt not butit is with Joy, and that he barh 
received a'Crown of Glory that fadeth not : Tho' 
the Rebuksr hath rrampled upon his Bones and 
Memory, in his Pride .and Infolency ; and. nor 
only upon his, but on thoſe of thar ether Emi- 
nenr Servant of God that is at ret with him : 
And why ? Becauie both of them in their Life- 
time ſerved their Generation, in bearing fairhful 

Teſtimony to the Truths of Jeſus, 
| TI need ſay nothing to this Article: That worthy 
Servant of Chriſt ſpaice enonzh to explain Himſelf 
in that Pofition, in his Printed Sermons which he 
Preached at Per s-Hall : The fur of it was, 
that he meant not in re{peC& 0; Sandtifiextion, for 
there our beſt Holineſs is impertect, rheretore he 
means not in a way of Similitude to his Perfonal 
Holineſs and Righteouſhcis ; but 77 a way of equa- 
[1ty, 1. e. in reipett of a Believer's relation to 
the Law, as Chriſt hath made tull Satisfaction to 
the Law for a Believer. fo he is as fully diſcharge 
from the Law,and condemnation thereot, 4s Chriſt 
IS, 7. &. the Law hath no more to do to condetmn a 
Believer, than to condemn Chrift : His full 
Original Diſcharge having been in Chrift, the thing 
is made plain by an illuſtration. A Kich Aldertnan 
paysa Poor Man's Debr of 107. and ſets him ac liberty 
trom the Proſecution of the Law, and Impritof- 
ment; which done, the Poor Man can be no more 
Proſecuted by the Law, than the Rich Alderman; 
being as Righteous in the Eye of the Law as the 
Alderman: But he cann't fay, he is as Rich, 
' as Wik, as Valuable in _ <or Perſon, by 
J} F£ADIg 
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9O Anſwers to the 


Able to pay the Debts of others as the Alderman. 
I know Mr. M. was not the firſt that infiſted on 


this Notion, I have read it in Mr. Shephard of | 


N. E. asI take it, in his Sound Believer ; andT am 
ſure the Rebuker cann't call him an Antinom. As 
tor my own part, I chuſe not to uſe the Expreſ- 


tion, (tho' it's in Mr. M's. Accepr. a Truth) becauſe | 


many that are ſhort in Underſtanding, are apt to 
abule it; and others to make an advantage thereof to 
wreak their malice againſt the great Truths of the 


Goſpel, as theſe Accuſers have done. But eſpeci- | 


ally, becauſe I apprehend the truth therein contained 
may be delivered in leſs oftenſive words. 

The Bp hath pitched upon Ten of the Rebuker's 
Articles, and reduced them to Six ; there is about 
Eleven more which he thought had no weight or 
ſence in. them. As, 

Ac. 1. 1s talk of a Goſpel threat, 7s at beſt a 
Catechreſis , and nothing elſe can ſave it from be- 
ing a Bull ; I ſuppoſe the Bp thought that no 
Scholar could make an Error of it. Iam the Man 
that wrote it, and I will ftand by it as a very fa- 
vourable Reflection upon ſuch as talk ſo improper- 
ly and impertinently. 


Ac. As to the Elef, there was never any guilt 
upon them, in reſpet of the Righteous Fudgment 


of God, in toroDei : But that which accompanied the 
Letter of the Law, ſetting in with Conſcience. 

This Article it ſeems the Bp could make nothing 
of, nor I ; indeed it being one that M. W. hath 
patcht up. For I deny not the Elect are under the 
Law, and Children of Wrath according to it, till 


efteCtual calling; but that God's VindiCtive Righ- 


teous Judgment isever executed upon them , 1 do 


deny. 


Ac. 9. | 
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Ac. 9. It 7s demed that God requires Faith as an 
zndiſpenſible Qualification in them, whom he will 


| 7uſtifie for ChriſFs Merits. A. This ſmells of Mr. 
| IW.'s qualifying Kighteouſneſs; all is Goſpel with 


the Rebuker, which he hears from his Oracle. Now 
to give a briet Anſwer here, becauſe have diſputed 
this Article with the Gentleman already. ' I do not 
deny that God requires Faith, and will work Faith 
in all thoſe that God will juſtifie by Faith, bur I 
deny that: God requires Faith indiſpenſibly in 


| all that he will juſtihe by Chriſt's Merits; for he 


juſtifies ſaved Intants by Chriſt's Merits, but who 
can ſay Faith is required of them? Laſtly, He 
doth nor require Faith in any asa ſubordinate quali- 
tying Kighteouſneſs, to Juſtification by Chriſt's, for 
ſuch ir is the Gentleman would have, which I have 
formerly retuted, but all Men muſt be Hereticks 
with the Presbyterians, that ſay not after him. 

Ac. 10. A/l that a Believer can pray for ts, the 
further Manifeſtation of Pardon, for he knows that 
all bs Sins are pardoned. A. This is Ejuſdem fari- 
ne £7 Origins : 1, I ſuppoſe a Believer may know 
that all his Sins are pardon'd, or elſe the Scripture 
ſpeaks much in vain. 2. Is it a poyſonſome Error to 


| pray tor a further Maniteſtation of pardoning Grace, 
| and Confirmation in, and Continuance of that Know-- 


ledge? 23. It a Man do not know his Sins are par- 
doned, or doth doubr of it, ſure he will pray that 
he may be Partaker of pardoning Grace, and be con- 
hrmed:in the Knowledge of it; I know none of the 
accuſed bur do pray thus, and that daily, Forgrve xs 
our Treſpaſſes, as we pray tor daily Bread when we 
have it 1n the Houſe; for whatever we-have of Spirt- 
talor outward good things, it is God muſt give umto 


Ac. 15. 


CE ee oe rr ee OOO EN 


92 Anſwers ta the. 

Ac. 15. Legal. Convittions before Faith are no more 
than Sin, it's but a filthy Conſcience, &c. A. I be- 
lieve all that Author and his ſecond can do can't 
make any betrer of it. So faith the Spirit of God, 
Ti. i. 15. and the Bp. knew that the Articles of rhe 
Church of England ſaid fo, and: therefore he inſerts 
it-not as an Error. 

Ac. 16. All imperfedt Holineſs is Sin. A. Who 
ſaid ſo? 

This is another dab of TV.'s Spittle, which the Re- 
buker hath likct up. | 

Ac. 17. Turn ye, turn ye, why will you die* Ts 
but the Iriumph of the Law over a dead Sinner. A. 
1 argued the meaning of that Place with D.IW.'s, 
and ihew*d that it could be for no other end thanto 
convince the 7ews of their Inability in_ themſelves, 
{that truſted ro their own Strength and Righteouſneſs 
inherent). to work out their juſtifying Righteouſneſs 
and Salvation, and to bring them to the Grace of.God 

in the Promiſe; the Truth of which I am ready to 
diſcuſs with any of them. 

Ac.18. Ican't make Head or Tail of, he ſhould have 
zold us where be had it,or how he came to dream of it £ 

Ac. 20. Chriſt's Incarnation was no part of his Hu- 
miltation. A. The terms are falily charged, there's 
no Man that faith that Chriſt's Abode in the Fleſh 
was not his Humiliation, and what he ſuftered in it; 
but if he means theDivineNature's Aſſumption it ſelf 
of. Fleſh this was an AG of Divine Power ; I fay.the 
taking of our Nature ; for he could not be humbled 
in the Divine Nature, therefore he took Man's, that 
he mightbe humbled in it after.his Aſſumption. This 
was a wiſer and more learned Man's Opinion than 
they that oppoſe it. If the Rebuker had read Dr. 
Ames's Mezdulla, one would think he ſhould _ 
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been aſhamed to put it down as a baneful and poy- 
fonſome Error, altho* Mr. /'s did, who it may be 
never heard of it till Mr. M. preached it. The Bp. 
here caſt it out, and as not conſonant to the: Rebu- 
ker's Form of Prayer. 

Ac. 21. IWe coaleſs upon believing into one Myſt:- 
ca! Perſon with Chriſt, which is diſlinguſhd from 
1egal Union, which #s before Faith. A. Sure the 
Rebuker and his learned Maſter ſhew'd themſelves 
mighty acute Divines here at laft; for. they ſeem to 
take the myftical Body of Chrift- for a great 


| Error; for that the Error lyes, in aſſerting that 


Believers are Members of the myſtical; Body of 
Chrift, it they miſtake not Perſon for Body. 2. It 
they accuſe any for ſayingBelievers make one myKical 
Perſon with Chrift, they ſhould have detected that 
ignorant. Perſon, and -not charged it on. their difſent- 
ing Brethren ; ſurely. they are not ſuch pitiful Wret- 
Ches, as not to diſtinguiſh between the myſtical Body; 
of Chriſt and his Perſon, and: to talk: of! a myſtical 
Perſon, 3. Thismyſtical Perſon muſt be diſtinguiſh+ 
ed from a legal Union before Faith. Where is this: 
Stuff put together? I challenge theſe Men to. tel 
the Man, and quote the Place where ſuch a;Meſs of 
Nonſenſe is put together; if they. do not, _ it muſt 
paſs for: one of the horrid Defamations, wherewith 
they have beſpattered: their diffenting Brethren, to 
render them- odious unto the World. I ſuppoſe: the 
Bp could make nothing of it. 

The Lord give them Repentance and: Remi/jton of: 
theſe great Sins of the firſt Magnitude, andthat they: 
per 4 not this to fly in the Face of Chriſt and: his 
faithful Members, and that he leave them not 10 are- 
probate Mind, as well. az. ſuch a: perſecutt/eg. foiſe 
Tongue, whereby. we ſhall be. engaged to, pray the: 
120th Pſalm againſt them. A 
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Re we are 1o highly reproached by our Ad- 
verfaries for Antinomians in the great Point of 
Juſtication, I thought it very - needful to tranſcribe 
ſome fewPaſlages our of theWritings of thatrenowned 
Servant of Jeſus Chrift, Mr. The.Shephard.whom none 
of our bitcereſt Opponents can call an Aitinomian. 

He ſhews how Chriſt redeems, 1. By SatisfaCti- 
on. 2. By ſtrong Hand. 1. By Satisfaction, in 
paying a Price for us, 1 Cor. 6. #/r, Hence Chrift 
farisfieth Juſtice: / | 

1, By ftanding in the room of all them whom 
Mercy decreeth to ſave. A'Suretry ſtandeth in the 
room of a Debtor, Heb. 7. 22. As the firſt Adam 
ſtood in the room of all Mankind fali:n, ſo Chriſt 
ftandeth 'in the room of all Men rifing, or to be re- 
ſtored again: - | 

2. By raking from them. in whoſe room he ood, 
the eternal Guilt of all their Sins, and by alluming' 
the Guilt of all their Sins unto himſelf, 2 Cor. 5. 22. 
HenceLuther ſaid Chriſt was the greateſt Sinner by 
Imputarion. | 

.. 2. By bearing the Curſe and Wrath of God kindled 
againſt Sin; for God is 15 holy, that when he ſeeth 
Sin ſticking only by Imputation to his own Son, he 
will not ſpare. him, but his Wrath 2.4 Lurie muſt he 
bear, Ga/. 3.13. Chriſt drinks; up the Cup of all 
the Elect at one Draught, which. they ſhould have 
been fipping, and drinking, and tormented with Mil- 
lions oft. Years... | ; 

4. By bringing into the Preſence of God perfect 
Righteouſneſs), Rom. 5.11, For this allo, God's: Ju- 
Kice required Perfe&tion, Contormiry to the Law, 

| | as 
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as well as perfeCft Satisfaction, in ſuffering for the 
Wrong abeat to the Lawegiver. Juſtice requiring 
theſe Four Things, Chriſt ſatisfies Juſtice, by per- 
forming them, and fo pays the Price. | 

2. Chrift is a Redeemer by a ſtrong Hand. The 
firſt Redemption by Price finiſhed in Chriſt's Per- 
ſon at his Reſurrection, the ſecond is begun by the 
Spirit in Man's Vocation, and ended at the Day of 
Judgment, &c. S7nc. Conv. p. 102, 103. 

By Satisfaction I underſtand the whole Obedience 
of Chriſt unto the very Death, both ACtive and 
Paſlive, by which we are juſtified, Heb. 10, 10. 
PÞ1. 2. 8. Ec. 

This Righteouſneſs of Chrift, is not that of the 
Godhead; ( for then what need was there for Chrift 
to do or ſuffer?) but that which was wrought in 
the Manhood : And hence itis finite in it felt, tho 
infinite in value, in that it was the Righteouſneſs of 
ſuch a Perſon. 

This Righteouſneſs of God may be confiderd two 
ways. 1. Abſolutely in it ſelf. 2. Reſpettively, as 
done for us. 

Chriſt's abſolute Righteouſneſs is not imputed to 
us, as he is Mediator, Head of the Church, having 
the Spirit without meaſure, £c. Theſe rhings are 
applied for our Good, bur are not imputed as our 
Righteouſneſs. Herethe Objections [ſuch as theſe,if 
Chriſt's Righteouſneſs be imputed ro us, then we 
- Mediators, Heads of the Church, Ec. 7} vaniſh- 
eth. 

2. The reſpective or diſpenfative Righteouſneſs 
of Chriſt, which ſome call 7u/?:t:a fide juſſorra, 
[ Suretiſhip Righteouſneſs J is that whereby Chriſt 
Is juſt for us, in fulfilling the Law, in bearing 
God's Image we once had. and have now loſt by =_ 
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And thus we are truly faid to be a3 Righteous as 
Chriſt by Impatation, becauſe he kept the.Law for 
us ; and here obſerve, that the Queſtion is not, whe- 
ther all that Chriſt did or had is imputed to us as our 
Righteouſneſs? But whether all that he did for usas 
a Surety, in fulfilling the Law, be not in Subſtance 
our Righteouſneſs? Becauſe then we are juſtified by 
his working Miracles, preaching Sermons, E7<. 
Which is to caſt Stumbling-blocks before the Blind ; 
ſo that tho' Chriſt doth not beftow his Perſonal 
Wiſdom and Juſtice upon another, yet what hinders 
but that which Chriſt doth by his Wiſdom and 
Righteouſneſs for another, the ſame ſhould ſtand 
good for him for whom it is done? For thus ir is a- 
mong Men. | 

Chriſt's Eflential Righteouſneſs, Infinite Wiſdom, 
Fulneſs of the Spirit without Meaſyre, &c. is not 
imputed to us, yet theſe have conſpired together ro 
do that for us, and ſufier that for us, whereby we 
come to be righrzous before God, Jer. 23.6. This 
Righteouſneſs therefore imputed ro us juſtifies us, 
Roz. 5. 18. we are ſaid to be made righteous in him, 
not the Righteouſneſs of God, whereby God is juſt, 
but whereby we are Juſt, oppoſed to the Righteoui- 
neſs of Man, called our own, Rom. 10. 3. Rom. 1. 
17. Not Righteouſneſs trom him, (as the Papiſts 
dream ) but Righteouſneſs in him. Sound Belrever, 
P- 265, 266. 
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To my old Acquaintance Mr. John Humpbry. 


Reverend Sir, | 
HE former Civilities that I have receiv*d from you, 
| Inſending your Books concerning the Doctrine of Ju- 
ſtification to me, which I always read, and ſerioutly 
conſidered, knowing you to be a Man of Thought, and 
plain-hearted, ſane mh which ſome Men are too much 
ſtarch*'d with. Thee, I fay, firſt engaged me in this 
Undertaking, for which I mult crave your Excule, [look- 
Ing upon this as the beſt Returns] that lam your Ap 
nent in the Doctrine you have deliver'd in the ſaid 
Books,. and laboured firenuouſly to defend ; - for you 
know the old proverbial Saying, Amicus Plato, Amicus 
Ariftotiles ſed magis Amica Veritas ; 1 hope you willnot 
(nor Mr. Clerk, whom I join with you as one that 
pleadeth the ſama bad Cauſe,) have any. reafon to com- 
plain of uncivil Treatment ; for if you find any thing 
pungent, it is not in relation to your Perſons, but to 
{uch things in your Tenents, which I conſcienciouſly 
take to very pernicious to the grand Truths of 
the Goſpel, that I have, thro? the Riches of the Grace 
_ of God thankfully receiv'd, and not a little experienced 
the Confolations. in Days of great Trial and Temp- 
tation, and therefore can't ſee any reaſon from all that 
you or. your Copartner in this Controvertie hath faid, 
to part with thoſe great Doctrines which: you oppoſe, 
nor any. way approve of the new Scheme which you 
and others have held forth to the World of late; Ineed 
not tell you how contrary it is to the Doctrine of our 
firſt Reformers, to the Experiences of the moſt emi- 
nent Chriſtians, and how greedily ſwallowed by Men 
of Popiſh, Arminian and Socinian Principles. 

There was two things, eſpecially of weight with me. 
that obliged me to this labour. 1. The publick Inte- 
reſt and Concern of the Kingdom and Goſpel of Chritt 
in the World, which I defire to have a mott ſpecial re- 
gard unto ; infomuch, that =_ leaft and moſt favoura- 
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ble that I can fay of the Propagators and Promoters of 
vour Options. in this Neonomian -DoErine, is, that 
they have been only applauded Captains by Men of 
blinded Minds, and corrupt Principles, for the condyct- 
ing of the People back again into our Spiritual Egypt, 
which thro? the tender Mercies of the moſt High, they 
began to be delivered from by the Reformation; and 
if we once eome to this, that the Doctrine of the Im- 
putation of Chriſ.s Righteouſneſs is as incredible a thing 
4s the Doffrine 0 $renfubſtentiarion, as Your, great Gene- 
ral hath afferted, and your ſelf have inftinuated; we may 
fay, Good night to the Proteſtant Religion ; and-to the 
Papiſts or Atheiſts (as now moſt appears in the Iflue) 
take all. I need not inſtance how apt Men of your 
Principles have been to diſpence with all the parts of 
inſtituted Worſhip, inſfomuch, that it is a hard thing 
to know what is Sin by your new Law; but I ſhall 
not expatiate as I could upon this Point. The fecond 
thing that had not a little Influence upon me, was, the 
Commileration that I can't but have to your own 
Soul, and the Souls of others, looking upon your Devia- 
tion from the Truth in theſe great Points to be by Fun- 
damental Errors, and ſuch as endanger the Eternal 
Life promiſed in the Goſpel, it a Man live-and die in 
the Cordial Belief and Embracement of them, and 
may be juſtly reckoned among the ſtrong Delufions 
which God doth judicially give up thoſe to who receive 
not theTruth in the Love of it. It may be you may have 
read a Pamphlet., entitled, 4 true Relation of the chief 
Paſſages between Myr. Anthony Wotton, [ the firſt Pro- 
Pagator of Neonom. in England, fo far as IT can tid ] 
and' Mr, George Walker, 4n, Dom. 1611. uſq; ad An. 
1615, by George Walker, for the vindicating himſelf from 
 Jome Imputations Iaid npon him by Mr. Thomas Gataker. 
Wherein amongſt other remarkable. Accounts that he 
gives of the unſound dodrinal Opinions which he faith- 
fully oppoſed, and the moft unfair Dealings he met 
with from Mr, Gataker, and ſome. others, in counte- 
nancing of Yotton's Dodrine, and prevaricating in thoſe 
Controverſies. P, 25, He hath this Relation : ” rn 
| | EM thing 
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* thing Ecannot omit, which was a firgng Motive: to 
% move divers godly People in London to: abhar Mr. Wot 
< tox's- Opinions 3 That: mas the ſharp Cenſure which 
© that holy Man of Gad.,, Mr. Alexander Richardſon, gaze 
« againſt them. on. his: Death-bed, and, which Mr.. john 
« Barlow did report to divers from. his. Mouth. Mr. 
* Richardſon being ready to leave this World, Mr.. Barlow, 
* who had often before reſorted to. him for DireQtian 
© in his. Studies, [ as divers young; Divines. did; fame. of 
© which he mentions, Þ, 6.) and. Reſolution. of. Doubts 
© in many Points of: Divinity, was-at: that. time preſent 
< with him, and told: him; that he bad, heard: me the 
© Sabbath before: propounding: the. Doctrmne:of Juſlitica» 
© tion, tobe laid:open. out: of Rom. 5,. and-to.be.main= 
« tained;againſt Papitts, Socinians,, and.ott RON 
« ſome of: which were of: late revived. in.the, City;. anc 
« withal' deſired to know his Judgment concerning 
© Mr. Wotton's. Opinions, who magges 16 filling the 
6, Law for Fultification of Believers, and; the zation-of 
© bis. Righteouſneſs, and held Faith to. be. imputed. in. pro- 
© per-- Senſe. mitbout: a: Trope, Mx, Kaicbardſor-anſwered 
© and-fſaid; Take theſe Words-of me: a aYong Man; I have 
© read, ans well weighed: My. Wotton's Papers,. and. Opi- - 
© nions, and. I know thens-to:be ſo peftilent. and: dangerous, 
6 that whoſoever liveth andi dieth- in- the Belief of them; 
© ſhall never. enter into the Kingdons of: Heaven, Commend 
© me to: Mr. Yalker, and:defire him from me (as being 
©my lat Requeſt to.him) to be-.couragious in the.Cauſe. of, 
© God, and for that ſauing Trnth,, which be hath underta- 
5 hen'to-maintain againſt; thoſe dangerous. and. deadly Er- 
<rors Lately. ſet on faotcby; Mr. Wotton. This: Meſlage 
© being - delivered unto-me: before: divers Witneſles,.ſome. 
© of which are alive to teſtife it, did much encourage 
© mes and* make me more. bald: to, lay open the A- 
© bominations of Mr. Wotton's Opinions publickly in 
* my Sermjons, without Fear or Regard of the Slanders 
© and Revilings of his factious and furious Diſciples. 
This was An. 1613. 


Now 


> 


Ico To Mr. John Humphry. 

Now ſuppoſing that you will not lay much fireſs upon 
the Judgment of one of the molt holy,terious and learned 
Divines fince the Reformation, as it appears ſuch weighs 
little with you ; let me be ſo bold as to ask you one 
Queſtion, Whether #pon the matureft Conſideration you 
do believe you ſhall in your dying Hour dore to ven- 
ture your Eteriial State - upon the Bottom that you have 
laid? And Laftly, Altho* I am ſo much diffatished in 
your Dotrine; that I muſt needs acknowledge your 
plain-heartedneſs in the Defence of your Do&rine, (as 
alſo Mr. Clerks) yet you do not endeavour to cover 
and obſcure the Meaning and true Deſign of the Do- 
Grine of Neonom. but have given it to us unmask'*d in 
its proper Colours ; Viz. That the genuine and proper 
Nature thereof lyes in the ſetting alide of the Rghteouſ- 
neſs of Ghriſft, and the Imputation thereof, to the Juſtification 
of a Sinner before God, and to advance the inherent Righte- 
onſnefs of Man into the Koom and Place thereof, Moreover 
I muſt acknowledge you have done right to Truth in 
what you fay of the Union that the Nonconformiſts made 
between Presbyterians and Independants, that they were 
extreamly out in it. And likewiſe in theſplain Proof that 
you have made, that it is mojt abſurd to hold and aſſert, 
that the Righteouſneſs of Chriſt is imputed in ſe, and in the 
Efeds too,and that there can be no mixed Medinm; either 
we muſt hold that the Righteouineſs of Chriſt is impu- 
ted in ſe and per ſe to us for Juſtification, or the Effeds 
#bereof* only in our inherent Obedience, for the Reaſons 
you give with full Demonſtration. To ſay no more of 
this now, but only that I think. you have effeCtually 
ended Diſcord upon that Point; Sir, I ſhallno longer de- 
tain you from the enſuing Diſcourſe, but ſubſcribe my 


{elf 
Tours in all Truth and Faithfulneſs, 
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. CHAPTER LL 
Df the Doctrine of Juſfification, and the 
Neonomian Dppolition thereto. 


SeAion 1. The Article of the Aſſembly, F. 2: How oppoſed in 
the univerſality of Grace, and qualification of the erſon 
juſtificd.. $. 3: How Neonomianiſm agrees with Pas 
piſts a#d Quakers in Juſtification by - Infuſed Righteouſs 
neſs. YS. 4. How they oppoſe in Patdon of Sin and Ims 
puting Righteouſneſs. © S. 5. Their agreement with the 

apilts in Juſtification by Works, FS. 6. The Papiſts 
Talk of a New Law. F. 7. Quakers Dodrine of Juſti- 
fication. . F. 8. The Socinian Do@rine of Juſtification. 
S. 9. The Arminian Juſtification, F. 10. Inference. 
FS. 11, They aſſert, Juſtification not for Chriſts ſake 
alone. 12,* Neonomians affirm, Imputation of the AF 
of Faith. YS. 13. They deny the Imputation of Chriſts 
Obedience and Satusfaftion, F. 14. How they account 
Faith a qualifying Condition, SY. 15. Concluſjon. 


Set. 1. tk conf. cap. 11. F. 1. Thoſe whom God effeSu- 
: ally calletb, be alſo freely juſtifieth, not by infukng 
Righteouſrtſs into them, but by pardoning their Sins, and by accouming 
B and 


2 Df the Doctrine of Juffification, 
and accepting their Perſons as righteous : Not for any thing wrought in 
them, or dove by them,hut for Chriſt's ſake aJone,;, nor by impuging Faith 
it ſelf, the At of beliewing , nor any other Evangelical Obedtente to them 
45 their righteouſneſs, but by imputing the Obedience and Satiofattion of 
Chriſt unto thtm,they receiving and refting on bim and bis righteouſneſs 
by faith, which Faith they have not of themſelves, it u the gift of God. 

To this Dodrine here delivered with the greateſt Exattnels, ac- 
cording to the Word of God, is the 'Dp&rineof Neonominyiſm dia- 
metrically oppoſite, as: will abundant! pope . 

$. 2. They ſay, hymn GodeffeBualy caligth. be juſtifieth.] Mr. B. 
faith, * God juftifieth all the World 5 and he and Mr. #, © That 
© Chriſt redeemed all the World, in which there are Milljons that 
* were never, or will be effe&ually'called. 2. That God freely 
juſtifierh, ]} This is fuller expreſſed in the Larger Catechiſm, Q.70e 
Fuſtification is an att of God's free grace unto Sinners, Rom. 3. 21, 
23, 24: for the free Grace is demonſtrated in the Obje@ that Jufti- 
fication falls upon. Juftification conſidered in it ſelf is an att 
of Juſtice, but the Free Grace lies in bringing Juftification upon a 
Sinner, as ſuch, not as qualified by righteouineſs of his own, un- 
der any Denomination whatſoever ; Chriſt died for tbe ungodly, 
for enemies, while yet ſinners, Rome 5+ 6, 7,, 8, y+ it is ſuch chap. 3. 
thatare ſaid fo be juſtified (chap.4.5.) by free Grace; it is ſuch that 
have ſinned, and come fport .of the glory. of God, asall, he ſaith, have, 
both Fews and Gentiles 3 ſuch as are deſcribed, from 'v. 10. of 
whom zone are righteous, 10 not one, but full of all fin and wicked- 
nes, as expreſſed with the higheſt aggravation unto v. 19, Now 
aur. Neonomians ſay, its of Free Grace, becauſe Juſtification is ar 
Inſtance of Grace z but by Mr. CPs. favour, it muſft be in the Jufti- 
fication of a Sinner, not of a juſt one ; and. therefore its ſaid freely 
by Grace, becauſe he hath nothing,nor brings any thing in or from 
himſelf. 2. He faith, © Its in reſpe& of what is required of us, or 
< ;n us,Faith is wrought in us,and its of Free Grace that he accepts 
© of Faith>and imputes it to us for righteouſneſs ; This by the 4/- 
ſembly is Tejeted as Falſe Dottrine ; altho Faith, and all the Gra- 
ces of the Spirit, are of Grace, yet neither Faith, or any of 
them, are our righteoiſneſs for Juftification, neither doth God ac- 
cept it as ſuch, nor impute it; Mr. Cl. mightily perverts Rom-4. 
16. therefore it is of faith; * 1. e. the righteouſnels before ſpoken of, 
zs ſuch as be received by faith (he ſaith notsherefore it is faith) that it 
might be of grace, becauſe as Grace gives freely, ſo Faith receiveth 
freely, and is not ſo proud as to call it (elf, righteouſneſs, but glad- 
ly, humbly and thankfully receives the gift of righteouſneſs, which. 
Grace beſtows,:and Juftice accepts and imputes to Juſtification. 

'S,+ 35 Not by infuſtg righteouſneſs into them. ] The Aſſembly doth 
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And the Neonomian oppoſition thereto. 3 
here exclude the Popiſh Juſtification, at which Mr. Z. inveighs, 
and ſp doth F, G. far indeed there's but a pair of Shears between 
the Papifts and Neoromians; for the Papiſts mean only, That we 
have the rightequſneſs for Juſtification by infuſion, and ſo ſays the 
other; they. ay indeed, Infuſion is of Sanfification, and it is fa, 
and we ſay, Juftification is only a relative Grace, as.it finds mo- 
thing in the juſtified, ſo it puts nothing z but the Neanonzays ay, 
1: muſt find a riphrequſneſs infuſed, and there implanted in the juſtified, 
for which be is juſtified, or by whils ; its all one, as we ſhall makes 
appear anon 3, in a word, tho the Neonomians fay, The fuſion of 
grace is not juſtification, yet they, ſay,Grace infuſed is aur rightequſucſs 
for Fuſtification 3 and here they do concur with the Papiſts, Cuakers 
and others in confounding Juftification and Sandification together, 

Ge 4. But by pardonivg their fins, | The Neaxonians will nat 
have Pardoa to be any part of Juſtification, hut an effect of it one 
ly; we affirm it to be an cfſential. part of Juſtification. {| By 4c+ 
counting and accepting their perſor.s as righteous. } The Neonomiaus 
ſay, its by accounting and accep: ing, their imperfect obedience for 
& eto meeed, God's ]uſijification is firſt of the Perſon, and then 
of their Services, as Abel's, but their Juſtification is firſt of their 
Services, and fo it is always in legal Juftification, never in that of 
Free Grace ; for ina meer Legal Juftification, Perſons cannot be 
accepted before the Work done, but the Perſian is accepted for the 
Wo: k ſake, 

Not for any thing wrought in them, er done by them. } The Papiſts, 
N:0nomians,Quakers,Secinians ,Arminians, all fay its for or by whats 
wrought in us, or done by us, Pap. Confe Trid. There is one only 
formal cauſe. of Fuſtification,and that u the righteouſneſs of God 192 what 
whereby be is righteous, bus wherehy he makes us righteous, with which 
we beirg endowed, are rezewed in the ſpirit of our minds, and are tru- 
ly called righteous, and are righteous, 3c, Upon which Belarmine ſaith 
the State of the whole Controverſie may be reduc'd to this plain 
Queſtion, Whether our inherent righteouſneſs be the formal cauſe of 
our own 45ſolute FuSlification? which he maiatains in the Affirma- 
tive, and this is the Queſtion in Controverlie exactly, which our 
Neonomians plead for in the like manner, tho ſome more ob{cure» 
ly and ſophiſtically, but others more honeſtly in ſpeaking our plain» 
ly what they mean, ſuch as Mr. B. Mr. Z. and #r. Cl. Befarming 
alſo blames XKemnrius for dealing fraudulently in not diſtisguiſh» 
ing between propter and per, ſaying with the Council of Trent, 
* That Chriſt's Righteouſneſs is the preprer, the cauſe tor. Which we 
 weare juſtified, and our own inherent Righteouſneſs is the per, 
* the formal cauſe by which weare juſtified. This Ditindiion Mr. 
#. having taken up from Bearmire, makes very wiuch of, More of 
It anon. B 2 Go Go 
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S. 5. Take one or two for all, to avoid tediouſneſs to the Rea- 
der. Mr. #. in Medioc. p. 42. Herein doth appear the ground of 
reconciliation between the Papiſts and us in this pointy the ſum of what 
he ſaith is, Provided they ſay that the works they plead for our rigbre- 
ouſneſs, be the works of the new law, and not of the old, we are 
agreed, and then tells us, That Gods judging 4 man 10 have performed 
the condition of the Coveuant (i. e. the New Law) # the accounting 
and declaring him righteous,That righteouſneſs which makes 4 man righte- 
ous, and denominates bim rightebus,s that righteouſneſs which does make 
God account bim righteous, and that us the righteouſneſs which be doth. 
Note it, for it ss expreſs ; and this he ſaith is not the righteouſnefs of 
the law of works, but of the law of grace,which he ſaith is a righteouſ- 
neſs which be doth,but not work in doing, which is pretty abſurd, that 
a man ſhould do works of righteouſneſs and not work ; but the 
meaning is, he doth not work perfe&t works (I will not wrong 
him : ) But do not thoſe that work imperfe&t works work ? Tea, 
ſaith he, they that do abſolutely ſinful works, are called workers of ini- 
quity, A little after he tells ns, Chriſt's Redemption was to bring 
in a New Law—— for when May fell it was impoſſible he ſhould be 
righteous any more unleſs there were a new Law brought in, by perfor- 
mance whereof be might attain to that again which be loſt—— now this 
24s the main bufineſs of Chriſt's Redemption, the procuring a new law, 
or another law with lower Terms, which ſome men performing, they do 
thereby become righteous, and ſo have righteouſneſs, according to that 
Law imputed to them for Remiſſion and life eternal — And thus you 
ſee what everlaſting righteouſneſs Chrift brought in, Dar. 9g. and 
in his Piece, Of Righteouſneſs, which comes forth with Epiſco. Ap- 
probation, Þ. 3+ Jt us true againſt the Papiſts, there 5 no ſuch righte- 
ouſneſs inherent, as to render God appeaſed with rhe ſinner, or that the 
Conſcience can reſt on it [ then it is good for nothing] as that prop- 
ter quod be i forgiven or ſaved [| by his favour Bellarmine doth not 
ſay it is] but rhar Chriſt's righteonſneſs # the propter quam, There- 
fore the Papiſts and they are agreed in this ſence. ——1t s rue 
alſo againſt the common Proteſtant, [ therefore the Neonomians are 
not Proteſtants, unleſs ſuck as have cauſa formaliss of Papifis] that 
there is not any righteouſneſs without us that can be made ours, ſo as we 
fhonld be accounted righteous in another's righteouſneſs, or be that thirg 
per quod we are juſtified, there is no ſuch marter in reality, but in n0- 
tion only—— This righteouſneſs. as imperfe# as it 1s (wrought by the 
Spirit) us that, and muſt be that which ts the form per quam, he ts ac+ 
cepred and juſtified, we grant the _— of Chriſt is the merito- 
rious cauſe per quam we are pardoved and ſaved. 

$. 6. About the New Law there's little difference between 


the Papiſts and Neonomians, tho the Papiſte are on the ſurer {ide 
(8) 
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And the Neonomian oppoſition thereto. 5$ 


of the Notien, Mr. Fox Mart. about the difference between An» 
cient Rome and preſent, p. 34: tells us, The Church of Rome teach the 
People that there's no difference between Moſes and Chrift, ſave only 
that Moſes was the giver of the old law, but Chrift the giver of 4 new 
and more perfe# law, And its meft rational, that the new law 
ſhould be a more perfe law, and not a law of imperfettion z we 
do not mend rerfelt things, and if there be any reaſon for parti- 
cular ends, its with thoſe things that more perfeUly anſwer thoſe 
ends, and therefore their remedying law ought to be perfeCter and 
moft compleat. | 

$ 7. Next a-kin to theſe men are the Quakers in their moft 
refined DoAtrine, put out in the name of Barclay, but I heard Mr, 
Keath, that was a Neonomian Quaker, ſay, Barclay's Book was chie- 
fly his work. -* Works are neceſſary to Juſtification as well as 
* Faith, Fames 2. both equally required to Juſtification z works of 
* the Law are excluded as done by us, 7it. 3. 5367: [this is Mr.H, 
juſt] © To be juftified by Grace is to be juttified or ſaved by Rege- 
* neration, which cannot exclude Works wrought by Grace and 


_ © by the Spirit, x Cor. 6.11. The law gives not power to obey, 


* and o falls ſhort of Juſtification z but there's power under the 
* Gofpel by which the Law comes to be fulfilled inwardly, Kom.$. 
© 2, 4+ Works are the Condition upon which Lite is 1 <agear un- 
*der the New Coveuant. Tho we place Remiſſion of Sins in the 
© Righteouſneſs and Obedience of Chrift performed in the Fleſh, 
© as to-what pertains to the remote procuring cauſe, and that we 
© hold our ſelves formally juftified by Chrift formed and broughy 
« forth in. us z yet can we not (as ſome Proteſtants have done un- 
* warily) exclude works from Juſtification, for tho properly we 
© are not juſtified for them, yet are we juſtified in them, ©&c. 

$. 8. The Soctnians ſay, * No other Imputation is in our eter- 
* nal Salvation than that whoever ſincerely obeys the Commands 
* of Chriſt is from them accounted of God righteous, Socin.de ſerv. 
* When God is ſaid to impute Faith for Righteouſneſs, the mean- 
© ing is, that God hath ſo great a value for Faith, that he efteems 
* it fora Righteouſneſs to Juftification, Cre}. on Gal. 3. 6, And 
Mr. B. faith, * Tabhor the Opinion that Chriſt's righteouſneſs 
* given us is all without us, Preface to Doft. of Chr, p. 3. but more 
of this in what follows. 

' $. 9. The Arminians bring up the Rear, and I ſhall name the 
Man from whom I can prove Mr. B. hath taken up moſt of his 
corrupt Notions about General Redemprion andjFuſtification, and its 
F. G. * The Queftion in preciſe Terms is this, Whether the Faith 
* of him that truly believes in Chriſt, or whether the righteouſ- 
* neſs of Chrift himſelf —— be that _ God imputes to a Belic. 

2 ver 
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* ver for righteouſneſs, or unto Righteouſneſs in his Juſtification, 
F. G. of Fulifatigy, p. 7. he concludes it is faith—— * As a Mcr- 
* chant that grows rich by ſuch a Commodity, 7. ce. he grew rich 
© by the Gain and Return he made of that Commodity——- So we 
* may be ſaid to be juſtified by the righteouſneſs: of Chriſt, and 
© yet, not have the righteouſneſs, it ſelf upon us by Impuration, vr 
* otherwiſe, but only a righteouſneſs procured or purchaſed by it 
* really and cfſentially differing from it, p. 13. This Righteouſneſs 
* of Chrift is not that that is imputed unto any man for righteouſl- 
© neſs, but is that for which righteouſneſs is imputed to every 
* man that believeth — Paul neither eat his Fingers, nor ſpun 
© out the fleſh of his hands into cloathing, and yet was both fed 
* and cloathed with them { Here's the true ſenſe of being ju- 
ſtifled by the effetts of Chriſt's Righteouſneſs. ] *©* So may 
© a Believer be faid to he cloathed with the Righteouſneſs of 
«Chriſt, and yet the righteouſneſs of Chrift not be his cloathing 
© but only that which procured this cloathing unto him... Chap. 7. 
p. 88. is ta cyince, © That that which God imputes for Righteouſ- 
© nefs in Juſtification is not the Righteouſneſs of Chriſt himſelf 
(in the ſenſe refuſed in the Firſt Chapter,) * but faith in Chrift. 
In the concluſion of the Chap.he ſays, © IfGod in the New Covenant 
© of the Goſpel (z.e. the New Law) requires Faith in Chrift for 
* our Juſtification, inftead of the righteouſneſs of the Law in the 
© o1d, and this faith will not paſs with him in account for ſuch 
© righteouſneſs, both his Commandment and Covenant for believ- 
* ing, and the Ohcdience it ſelf of believing, will become void, 
* and of none effe&, 
| &. 10. You ſee by theſe inftances, that by this DoArine ths 
Neonomions fall into that Sink of Errour, that the higheſt oppoſers 
of the Goſpel of Chriſt have profeſſed z its no doubt but 
they will ceafe inveighing againft the Quakers, as introducers of 
Popery, but rather applaud them, and bring them into their 
Pylpits. 

Cr 1- But for Chriſt's ſake alone. This they deny and ſay, © Our 
* Juſtification paſſively taken, thar which we do our ſelves thro 
£ Grace is this our formal righteouſneſs, and that is the conditi- 
© on of our Juftification aQively taken (7z. e. the righteouſneſs of 
«Chriſt the meritorious cauſe)So that in a large ſenſe here is twe 
$ righteouſnefſes for our Juftification,. Chrift's and ours, p. 6. 
Mr. C1. hath a Chapter to prove how the Righteouſneſs of Chrift 
concurs to our Juſtification, the ſum of all is this, * That by the 
* Merits of Chriſt's Death, he bas purchaſed this Priviledge for 
© us among others, that ſincere Faith ſhould be accounted for 
$ ri3ghtepuſncls, and that Gud will account us righteous if we be 

| | * poſleſt 
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© pofſeft thereof, p.. 35. Chriſt hath done his part, but hath ap”. 


* pointed us a ary part which muft be done by our ſelves 3 
© this is not to ſupply any deficiency-in Chrift f Z. e. he hath done 
well enough for the part alowted him J © but it is that which 
© fubordinately is required of us as the condition of Pardon and 
© Life by kis own Law or Covenant of Grace, and fo far [ as a 
part] © it is imputed to us for righteouſneſs, Scr. G.p.35. From 
what hath been quoted before, it is plain the reft alſo do hold, 
that Chrift's Righteouſneſs at beft doth but concur to our Juftifi- 
_ it is not that only whereby we are juſtified. See Mr. Cl. 
ap. 13- | _ 

S. 12, Not by imputing faith it ſelf, the a& of believing, or any 
other Evangelical Obedience te them for rightzenſneſs, ] All this the 
Neonomians in all their Writings deny, Mr. B. in his FS. G. def. 
F. 32. quzries, © Whether Faith be imputed to us for righ- 
* teouſneſs, or Chrift's Righteouſneſs believed on ? 4. A ftrange 
* and bold Quzry—— * Read over the Text and put bat [ Chriſt's 
© Righteouſneſs every where inftead' of the word Faith ] and ſee 
© what a ſcandalous Paraphraſe you will make ——to have righte- 
* ouſneſs imputed, plainly ſignifieth to be reckoned or. judged 
* righteous, and it is ftrange. that It muſt not be our own righte- 
© ouſneſs that is imputed and reckoned to us as our own. The fame 
ſay Mr: #, and Mr. Cl. This Faith that is our righteouſneſs they 
will have the ſame with our Evangelical Obedierice, as contain- 
ing allin it. So Mr. B. © Faith by which we are juſtified is otic 
* moral a&, contaming- many phyſical as,” even our fiducial cori- 
© ſent to the Baptiſmal Covenant, and Dedication of our ſelves to 
© God the Father, p. 42. Mr. C1. © Faith is our ſubordinate Go- 
« ſpel-righteouſneſs, he gives his reaſons, p. 64. Mr. #. * When 2 
© man performs the -Evangelick Condition, it is the Evangelick 
© Law (or God by it as his inftrument) makes him, 'or conſtitutes 
* him righteous, and being thereby ſo made, . God muft- account 
© him ſo this conftitutive Juſtification preceeds . Pardon and Life 
© in order-of nature. ' F. G. denys that Faith: juftifics in retation 
to its Objeft, tho it cannot be ſeparated from it, but by vettue of 
the intervention of ſome Law, Covenant or Decree, z. ce. as a con» 
dition of the new Law itt the Neonomian: ſenſe. Mr. #.: in bis 
right. of God, p. 54- * Our Effetrual Calling doth enter our Juſti- 
« fication, for the Works of it, Faith, Repentance,.new Obedience, 
- are imputed to us for that righteouſneſs that-juſtifies.us, and out 
* Juſtification and inchoate righteouſneſs does enter,” ant 1s the in- 
« fancy:of Glory, I necd net blot Paper by quoting, the Couticil 
of Trentz briefly, they damh any man that ſaith, that a;man is 
juſtified without- the righteouſneſs that Chriſt did nterit for us, 
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whereby he is formally juſt, and damn ſuch as ſay, that a- man is 
juſtified only by the righteouſneſs of Chrift, or Remiffion of 
Sins, without inherent Grace and Charity. | 

$. 13. But by imputing the Obedience and Satufaftion of Chriſt 
unto them.) Mr. H. in his Right. &c. p. 34: ſays to: this part of 
the Aſſemblies deſcript. of Fuſtification, and ſeems to flatter them a 
little, and thinks their Carechiſm may ſerve the People, yea, that a 
groſſer ſort of the knowledge of the Principles of Religi- 
on is better for ordinary People than more exatt, whereby 
you may ſee what high thoughts and apprehenſions he hath of the 
exatineſs of his groſs Divinity. * In Juſtification I acknowledge 
© a forgiveneſs, and an imputation of Chriſt's Obedience, but I do 
© not acknowledge either as our formal righteouſneſs, Forgiveneſs 
© iS a benefit we receive, but not the formal reaſon. I acknow- 
© ledge Chriſt's righteouſneſs imputed 'ſub genere cauſe efficientis 
©©& n04um meriti, received by faith, -but in the merit of it only. 
© And ] give notice, that thinking More 'doth ſay, that Chriſt's 
© righteouſneſs ix ſe, is made ours legally (tho he diſowns it as 

« phyſically and morally) that man muſt make it juſtifie us ſub r4- 
© tione cauſe formalis, Which is an unadviſed Poſition, which I look 
© upon as that re&7Joy «{4vds; of our former great Divines, which 
© gave the riſe to Antinomianiſm. Now what a happineſs is it that 
ſo great a Divine is riſen up, to find out ſuch an Error in the very 
heart of our Reformation, in our great Divines, and indeed in our 
Proteſtant Religion, that we have been all under a Cheat and De- 
luſion in this grand Point of Life and: Salvation, building upon a 
wrong rightevuſneſs for Juſtification. Again he ſaith, * That we 
* ſhould be juſtified by faith, was obtained by Chriſt's Righteouſ- 
© nefs or Performancez but it is our Faith, not Chrift's Perfor- 

©* mance, is imputed unto us for righteouſneſs in our Faſtification, 

* Chrift's righteouſneſs is that for which, not that by 'which cauſz 
* propter quam. not per quam, we have this benefit, that upon be- 

© lieving we are juftified : to the ſame purpoſe he hath words 

above an hundred times. Mr. R. B. * God never judgeth fallly, 
© but knoweth all things to be what they are, and therefore he re- 
© puteth Chrift's Mediatorial Righteouſneſs and Sacrifice to be the 
© meritorious cauſe for which we arejuftified by the law of Grace, 
< fo he truly reputeth our Faith and Repentance, and Covenant- 
© conſent to be our moral qualification for the'gift, and our holineſs 
© and perfeverance'to be our moral qualification for final Juſtificati- 

* on, whichqualifications being the matter'of the Law of Grace, and 

© Condition of its-Promiiſe,is ſo far our righteobiſneſs, therefore God 

* may be fxid in this ſenſe, to impute Righteouſneſs to tis { 7. &. our 

on] and-to impute- Chrift's Righteouſneſs to us [] 7. ec. 45 free 
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effefts } © to impute our faith to us for righteouſneſs, See the end 
of Controv. þ. 257, 258. and 260, 261, Ser. G. d.p. 61.70, 71. 

Socinus. * No other imputatiqn is in our eternal Salvation than 
© that whoſoever ſincerely obeys the Commands of Chrift is from 
* them accounted of God as righteous, De Servo This is the ex- 
preſs ſenſe of the Neonomians. 

$. 14. They receiving and reſting on him and bis righteouſneſs by 
faith] The Neonomians ſay, * to be juſtified by it as that which 
* God hath promiſed Juſtification on, as the qualifying condition, 
© and faith the que © quz is aquibbling and juggling ahout a meer 
* ſound of words in a ludicrous Diſputation 3 he faith it juſtifies 
not inſtrumentaliter, for that is the 7: credere in ſpeciez Faith in 
Chrift doth not juſtifie qua ralis, as that Faith, but it is that qua- 
lifying condition which the Promiſe annexeth Juſtification to, Scr. 
G. 4. þ. 42, 43. 

Mr.ct. chap. 12, $. 8. *© From hence I infer, that juſtifying 
* Faith is the ſame thing in ſubſtance with Effeftual Calling, Re- 
© pentance,: Regeneration, Converlion, Sanification. Renovation, 
* Wc. F. G. © It is the common Plea, that Faith juftificth in rela- 
* tion to its ObjeR, its not receiving, but lawful receiving that ju- 
* ſtjfieth, and therefore it juſtifieth by vertue of that law or agree- 
© ment men are under, 7. e. asa Covenant-condition z therefore he 
peremptorily denys that Faith juſtifies in relation to its Objett, 
and our Neonomians are one with him, ſee him Of Fuſtification, 

Bellarmine alſo ſpendeth much Paper, That Faith alone doth not 
juſtifie, bus that Feer, Hope, Love, and every Grace doth the ſame. 

$. 15- Thoſe Points wherein the Neonomians declare them- 
ſelves diametrically oppoſite to the Aſſembly, and other Proteſtants 
in the Doftrine of the Obedience and Satisfattion of Chrift, muſt 
be matter of another Treatiſe, it being too much to come within 
the compaſs of theſe Shzets ; likewiſe, there are two Points which I 
have already publickly infiſted on. 1. In ſhewing the Nullity of 
any New Law with Santtion. 2. To diſprove their Univerſal Re- 
demprion, and ſhew the Abſurdity thereof, tho more may be ſaid of 
both (God willing) hereafter. And the Aſſembly, and we with 
them, afſerting the Imputation of the ative and paſſive Obedience 
of Chrift to the Juſtification of a Sinner, and the Neonomians de- 
nying the ative rightcouſneſs to have any influence on our Juſti- 
fication, no further than as to the fitneſs of his Perſon to the exer- 
ciſe of his Mediatorial Office, falling in with Piſcator, Gataker and 
others in this Point, and cannot be handled here, but muft be mat- 
ter of after-conſideration in treating of Satisfation. Let not the 
Reader take it for granted that we grant Mr. Clark that Point, viz. 
the denial of the activ? righteouſneſs of Chriſt in our Fuſtificarion, 
Whereiti he hath ſperit a great part of his Treatiſe, CHAP, 
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F. 1. Wherein we are apreed. SF. 2. Juſtification, what in 
Scripture acceptation. VS. 3. What it ſuppoſeth. F. 4. 
God juſtifies aFions, Y. 5. Such a fruit of Juſtifica- 
tion before God, YV. 6, Of Rahab. FS. 7. Of Juſtifi- 
cation in foro Conſcientiz F. 8. Of the Corditi- 
ons, F. 9. Of Commutative Juſtice. $ 10. Of a 
CompadF. Y. 11. Of Grace purchaſed. F. 12. Of the 
Purchaſe of the Covenant. 8. 13. Whether God be a 
Debtor. F. 14. Particularly aſſerted apainſk My. H, 


8. 1. JF Shall not detain the Reader in criticizing on the ſignifica- 

tion of Fuſiification in the Zebrew and Greek Language, 
it amounting to what our Engliſh word means, and our adrerſa- 
ries in a great meaſure agreeing with us thereiti (tho differing 
enough in the modus (as appears in the foregoing Chapter) that 
Faſt ification is direly oppoſed to Condemnatic?, That it isa forin- 
fick or Law-Term, and that properly it is a Law-Sentence, diftin- 
fly and per ſe underſtood. That Gold is the great Juſtifier. That 
the Perſon juftified is always upon the account of ſome righte- 
ouſneſs of that Law that juſtifieth. That this righteouſneſs muſt 


be legally his that is ot ed, 2. e. imputed to hin without denial 


of it ſelf 3 and that Juſtification is the ſentential pronouncing a 
perſon righteous and accepted By the Lawgiver, free from con- 
demnation, righteous in his fight, and enftated iti all advantages 
that this righteouſneſs of his brings him intv. Thus far I take it 
we are agreed, what little wordy differences there is, we ſhall 
not concern our ſelves about, nor trouble the Reader with. 

& 2. Juſtification in Scripture, and in our uſual and com- 
mon acceptation, isany Vindication of a Perſon or Aion from a 
Charge or Accuſation brought in or alledged againft them, and 
this in the largeſt ſenſe wherein a man is ſaid to juſtifie God, 7/al. 
51. 4. Tts one mans juſtifying another, or vingicating their aQi- 
ons, and this done by pleading for, or defending them, Fob 27. 5, 
2nd 33.32. Or prattically, by doing the ſame thing or worſe, 
Exek,10.51.55. Ora manis ſaid to juſtific himſelf,Fob 32, M LO. 
29. yg 
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8. 3: Juſtification being allowed to be a Forinſick Term, it 
muſt always ſuppoſe a Forum or Court where it is. And all Jufti- 
fication muft be ſuppoſed to be in one at leaft, or all theſe Courts, 
Forum Dei, Mundi, Conſcientie, a true Beltever is ſometimes juſti- 
fied inall, as to his State and Aﬀions 3 ſometimes in one, and not 
in another. The Court, or Forum Det, is where God fits as Law- 
iver, and righteous Judge of his Law, where every one that is 
aved muft find Acquittance and Acceptance, Forum Mund?, is 
of two kinds, 1. Common, wherein the a&ions of men are judged 
of, either by Vogue and Reports of the Vulgar, or by the Courts 
of Judicature among men. 2, It is more ſpecial i» Eccleſis, to 
be tried and judged in a Church of Chrift, 3. Forum Conſcien- 
tiz, where God fits a Judge, and brings the Sinner to the Bar, 
and Trial, and accordingly Sentence of Condemnation or Juſtifi- 
cation paſſeth upon a man, or on his Aﬀtions. As to the firſt of 
theſe, all men are tried as uo thetr State, and they are there ju- 
ridically acquitted or condemned in foro Dei, 4. e. legis, either 
by a Judgment on their own righteouſneſs, which is called legal 
righteouſeſe, or upon a Judgment on them according to the righte- 
ouſneſs of another, called Evangelical, becauſe its of abſolute pro- 
miſe to a Sinner, and the freefſt Gift in the World. As to the ſe- 
cond Forum, the Courts of the World, the World many ways call 
Courts of Judicature, and will have Judgment upon men, in the 
former Court the Judgment is always according to truth, but its 
not ſo here, for a man may be acquitted there, and condemned 
here, both Perſons and Ations; nay, let me ſay, a perſon may be 
acquitted in foro Det, and yet his Attions juſtly condemned in fo- 
70 bumano, i. e, mundi, but then I do not ſay, thoſe attions are ac- 
cepted in foro Dei, but are burnt for Hay and Stubble, as men do 
jultifie themſelves and others in this foro mundi very often z fo 


| doth God himſelf juttifie his children and their a&tions that are ſo 


condemned by, and ungrateful to the World ; God doth as it 
were come intoit, and vindicate his accuſed Saints, where Satan 
takes it upon him as his Prerogative to accuſe the Brethren, when 
his Accuſations run high, God looks upon his Honour engaged 
to vindicate ſuch, in thoſe eminent, unaccountable, and condem- 
ned Aﬀions which they do for his Names ſake. Here we read of 
God's own vindicating and bearing Teſtimony to the ations of his 
children that looked ftrange in the eye of the World. God's jufti- 
fying thoſe ARions befoce the World is called Juſtification, and 
their Actions Righteouſneſs; not that the perſons were juſtified 
thereby, but that they were approved fruits of Chrift's Righte- 
ouſneſs, received by Faith z yea we find, when God comes into 
the Cours of the World to declare Perſons or Actions, to be 


approved 


—. 
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approved by him, its uſually in ſome extraordinary thing wherein 
they were Eminent, and ſuffered much thereupon, at leaft in 
their good Name, if not otherwiſe. 


&. 4- In this caſe, God juſtifies the A& of Phiness, in taking 
upon him to execute Judgment in the caſe of Zimrz and Cosbi, the 
ation lay condemnable in Phineas, as a raſh aQion, which pro- 
ceeded from an uſurped Authority, he being not High-Prieſt, nor 
having any particular Commiſhon from Moſes. This A&ion. God 
teftifies to as a holy and righteous Att, (tho it looked fo extra- 
judicial) and ſhould be looked upon as a righteous att to all Ge- 
nerations. Phineas was a juſtified perſon long before, Numb. 25, 
12, 13. Pſul. 106. 30, 31. So Abel offered a more excellent ſacrifice 
than Cain, was he net in an accepted and juſtified ftate before 
God ? for Ged firſt accepted Abel, and then his Offering, and be- 
cauſe his Offering, notwithſtanding God's acceptation, was con- 
demned by Cain, and no doubt by his Pofterity, he obtained witneſs 
that he was riphteous, Ii ns $4ae6iuven», whereby he was witneſſed 
unto, for God witneſſed in foro mundi, to the righteouſneſs of 
Abel, i.e. to his Juſtification, in that he made it appear by his 
manifeſted: acceptance, undoubtedly Fire came down from Hea- 
ven and cunſumed the Sacrifice z here the Apoſtle ſaith, God reftify- 
ivg of bis Gifts, and this was a teſtimony of his Perſon that he 
was righteous, but this is not the juſtification of his Perſon, for 
if he had not been juſtified in foro Dei, yea Conſcientia too; he 
could not by faith have offered a Sacrifice ſo well pleaſing to God, 
wherefore to fhew to the World that he was an accepted perſon, 
God teſtifies to his Services. So Enoch, he had ſome eminent Te- 
ftimony from God before his Tranſlation, againft al} the calum- 
niating and blaſpneming Poſterity of Cain, So Noah alſo, in his 
Generation 4 Preacher of the righteouſneſs of faith. he had a Teſti- 
mony in the Ark, and the Salvation that he and his Houſe had to 
both the Worlds and yet this Teſtimony was not that Juſtifica» 
tion which he had before God, for he was hetr of the righteouſneſs 
of God by faith, eyuilo xAnegvou@, he was become the heir, not 
upon bailding the Ark, but was ſo before. 

8. 5. God's appearing then to witneſs to the Ways and AQi- 
ons of his People in the World, which the children of men are ſtill 
condemning of, and their Perſons and Profefſicn for, is not their 
Juſtification before God, but an eminent fruit thereof. Abraham 
when he offered up his Son Jſaac, he exerted the eminent fruit of 
a tried Faith, which the World would be apt to condemn as one of 
the heinonſeft and moſt unnatural in the World, therefore God 
juſtifies this Attion of his, and therein recommends him for _ 

mo 
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moſt Eminent Believer, he not ſtaggering in bis faith of the pror 
miſe notwithſtanding, believing that God could raiſe bis ſon from the 
dead, and if he ſhould ſlay his fon, that God would do it rather 
than not fulfil his Promiſe. Now I dare appeal to our moſt inge- 
nuous Oppoſers, whether they think Abraham was not juſtified 
before this great Aion of his, and what can Fames his Juſtifica- 
tion be more than God's declaring in foro mundi, that this ſtrange 
action of his, wherein he wasa Wonder to the World, and for 
which he ſtood ready to be condemned by it, was highly approv'd 
by him, and an eminent Fruit and Teftimony of his Faith. It ap- 
pears by the context that Fames underſtood nothing but that a 
True Faith brings forth Works, witneſſing in foro mundz, to the 
truth of it, and Fames 2.10. and that the offender of the Law in 
one point, is guilty ofall, and that he that is ſaved by faith, is 
ſaved by & lively faith, ſach as will ſhew it ſelf 5y wo: bs, and ſuch as 
God will teftifie to by his Word or Providence, or both, 64: rbey 
are wrought of God. 

$ 6. The like may be ſaid of Rabab, The World would con- 
demn her for a treact:erous Harlot in betraying her Native Coun- 
try to deftrution ; But this a&tion of juſtified Rabab being a lig- 
nal fruit of her Eminent Faith, is fignally owned: by God himſelf, 
and her ſtrange action juſtified to the World, that when the 
Walls of Fericho fell, her houſe ſtood only, and ſhe ſaved with the 
Honour and Renown of an exemplary believer in the Church, 
yea God honoured her ſo far, as to come into the Line of the 
Meſhah. Hath not God gloriouſly juftified his Saints, *. e. by te- 
ftifying to their Gifts and Services to the World, whence elſe hath 
been that eminent Spirit vitible and aftoniſhing to the World, 
whereby they have not only rejoiced to ſuffer for the Name of 
Felus in the ſpoil of their goods, but in giving their bodtes to death, 
and overcame all the Rep.oaches and Blaſphemies of their cruel 
enemies, by faith in the blood of the Lamb, and Word of the Te- 
ſftimony ; Was no: that admirable Preſence of God with them, 
not only which we read of #76. 11. but in other Martyrologies. 
The Witneſs of God to their Gifts in and to the convincing the 
World, to which they had never come, had they nut been treely 
juſtified by God before. I am aſhamed to ſee that Men ſhould 
think that the Saints in their great Services and. Sufferings ſhould 
be of ſuch ſervile an baſe Spirits, as to be bargaining with God 
by their Works whea they were frying in the Flames. 

$. 7. There is alfo a Juſtification in foro Conſcientie, which 
is received by faith, and cannot be received but by faith, and its 
a cloſing in with the judgment of God according to truth. Juſti- 
fication muſt be befure any perſon ca receiv? it 5 the Agembly 

do 
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do moſt accurately tell us what Fuſtification by faith is, We ſay not, 
that no man that ſays he believes not bis Fuſtification is not ified 
»or every one that ſays he believes ir, is juſtified, but we ſay, That eve- 
Y one that believes rruly is juſtified, and every one that's juflified, fball 
elteve. 
God's Juſtification of a Sinner, is his Juridical Sentence con- 
cerning his Eternal State and Condition, which admits not of 1m4- 
jus and minus in God, but admits of different times of applica- 
tion, and of degrees of manifeftaticn 3 it - finds nothing in the 
creature, nor makes any change but relative, wherein God is 
firſt in relation, juſtifying and applying that Grace to us, and 
therefore we are wholly paſſive, til] by vertue of Union with 
Chrift by the Spirit,the Spiric of Life raiſing us from the dead, we 
are enabled to believe whereby we make a ſenſible re-application 
of the Grace of Juſtification to our ſelves, and being juſtified by 
faith we have peace with God through our Lord Feſus Chrift, But 
more of this infra. | 
$. 8. The Judge of all the World muft judge righteouſly, 7. ec. 
according to his righteous Law, for as that is norm officit to us, 
ſo it is of judicii to himz now here is the Myſtery, How God 
can juftifie a finner according to moſt perfet law, and do it free- 
ly toes. Mr. A. in his Medio, p. 5. hath this Quzry, The Go- 
ſpel requires Faith, Repentance, new Obedience, how then are we juſti- 
fied and ſaved by Grace ? how is it free when it is not vouchſafed but 
upon condition ? This difficulty bath made ſome run into the Extream, 
that the Covenant of Grace is without conditionss Reſp. It is ſuch 
an extream Argument againſt the Neonomian Dottrine, that all 
their Skill and Sophiftry neither hath, nor can anſwer, and the 
Argument ftands thus, If nothing doth effentially diftinguifh a 
Covenant of Works from a Covenant of Grace, but the Conditi- 
onality of it, then a Covenant of Grace muft have no Condition, 
and whatever Covenant hath a Condition, is a Covenant of 
Works 3; but there'snothing can diſtinguiſh; becauſe the Antece- 
dent is true, therefore the Conſequence. There can be nothing 
in ſenſe to invalidate either Propotition, for the diſtinguiſhing 
formal difference between the one Covenant and the other, mult 
be Condition, and no Condition, where the true Oppoſition lieth, 
for the promiſe of both Covenants are life, therefure the ſpecial 
and formal difference lieth in conditionalicy, & none z now to ſay,it 
lies in the nature of the condition, will appear moſt abſurd. 1. If 
it be the littleneſs of the Condition makes a Covenant of Grace ; 
this I deny, for the promulgated Cuvenant of Works was laid up- 
on the leaſt condicion imaginable, the forbearing to eat an Apple, 
but let us hear what Mr. Z#. will ſay to make a Covenant of 
; Woiks 
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Works a Coyenant of Grace, p:'5. 1ſay readily the Grace \ of God 
and of the Goſpel is free, and therefore not conditional z well, 
but how, wherein is the freedom ? Jn tbat it arcepts of the finners 
Faith and Repemtence, when he-needs not, or when according 10 the- 
law he was not tied-to it. Reſp, Was the Man awake or afleep 
when he ſaid this, he fays its free becauſe God accepts of his 
Faith and Repentance, that's the ſame freedom whereby I may be 
faid to give a Man a Horſe when I accept of Money which he was 
to pay me for it: Is nota Covenant a Bargain-? ' Was it not fo 
to Adam ? Was it poſkble he ſhould ſay, he need not accept it * 
What doth he make of his New-Law-Covenant ef: need not Go& 
keep it ? where was God's Faithfulneſs and Truth. when he made 
that Covenant ?. doth not that-bind him to accept -our Faith and 
Obedience as the Conditions According to the Jaw be is not tied y 
Why will an honeft Man ſpeak ſo equivocally--to juftifie a cauſe 
his Conſcience tells him, or ought tov do, that it is nought, he 
fays, according to the law, 1 pray what law? the Old or New ? 
Doth he not ſay, that Faith and Repentance- 18s the Condition 
of the New Law ? and is not God bound to accept' of them by 
that Law ? Oh but he is not bound to accept-of them by the old 
law: Itis juſtas if a Man brings the. Money that I fold ſuch a 
Commodity tor, and I tel} him, I will not take the Money unleſs 
he will confeſs, I gave him it freely, no ſaith he, F make a ten- 
der of the Money with which I bought it, I will never ly for the: 
Bargain,and ſay you gave it me,when I bought it,to which I reply, 
I am not bound by law to accept the Money. What law ? the 
law that the:King and Parliament made for the Pole-Tax.#,*ttn- 
© leſs Man's Obedience. were perfect, but he is bound by the new 
* law to accept imperfect. Obedience, #. our Divines fay uſy- 
* ally, becauſe its not of merit—— but this labours with fome 
defett of light, * if man had. performed the condition of the coye- 
* nant of Works, it might have bin ſaid upon this reaſon that 
* Life and Salvation had bin ſtill of Grace and Free, as not merit- 
' ed, while theſe coriſtderations hinder merit. How might Man's 
Obedience in the Cuvenant of Works be ſaid to be of Free Grace ? 
becauſe his were not proportiunable to the reward 3 no more are 
good Angeis works to this day, there was Grace in making the Co« 
venant on eafie Terms, but when the Covenant is made, the Re- 
ward is merited ex pads, by the perfermed Conditions: Hence: 
the Apoſtte's reaſoning remaias unſhaked, zhey that are juſtified of 
debt, are nos of grace. | 
$. y. Mr. 4/uspixy makes a fearful bungling about this buſi- 
nels, and lends us tor our helpa diftinttion abour merit, and ſaith, 


elibere Is & debt or merit of Communaiive Fuſtice, and of diſtributive ; 


ir 
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# is impoſuble that any ſhould engage the Almighty in the former; 
Reſp. But the Almighty may engage himſelf in it to the creature, 
may there not.be place for commutative Juſtice between a ſupe- 
riour and inferiouur ? between a King and People all obligatory 
Covenants npon terms of mutual performances are ptimarily ful- 
filled in a way of commutative Juſtice z diftributive Juſtice comes 
in for redreſs in caſe of non-performance of mutnal agreements, or 
upon complaint thereof. Of the latter [ 7. e. diftributive Juſtice] 
there is a merit or debt upon compait or ſtrift retaliation ;, 1t 1s true, 
that there is nothing Man does, or can do inthe ſtate of innecency could 
merit upon ſtrit retaliation. Reſp. 1 ſuppoſe he means by his term of 
ftri8 retaliation, rewarding juſt ſo much as the value of the work, 
more, z. e. to reward man juſt as much as the value of not cating 
an Apple, but the reward promiſed, was infinitely more, and it 
was promiſed upon ſo ſmall a Condition, therefore upon the per- 
formance of the condition, the reward, as great as it was, would 
have become due ex pafto, and hence a true.debt. But he tells us 
what a Cowpatt is. 

$&. 10, Mr, H. A Compat# may be two-fold, Upon Terms equal or 
unequal : Upon terms equal, we know the reward doth become debr, 
and may be ſaid 10 be merit; norwitbſtanding by way of ſftrift Retalia- 
8701, or upon account of equal benefit, the performance of the condition 
would require no ſuch matter. Reſp. Equality of Terms in an A- 


greement is, ſo much for ſo much, the mutual performance where- 


of is ſtri& retaliation. Tho the Term is foreign to the matter in 
hand, for it belongs to revenge in giving a man as good, or ra- 
ther bad as he brings. I deny, that Compa@ upen Terms equal 
or unequal, do alter the nature thereof, ſo that the Condition is 
not a Merit, andthe Promiſe a Reward. He ſaith, If 1 agree tg 
give 4 man 25.64. for his days work, 1 muſt pay the debs tho the 
Emolument be not worth half the money. Here he anſwers himſelf 
in his ſtri& retaliation, and tho the condition is worth little, 
yet it is the Compatt that makes the Debt upon the performance. 
And he ſays, 1f 1 promiſe 4 poor man 4 ſhilling for leading my Eorſe 
ro the next Sis, its Alms, an att of Grace, Reſp. It ſeems here's but 
18 d. difference between Works and Grace. An agreement to 
givea man 25. 6 d, for a Days Work makes a Debt, but an 
agreement to give a ſhilling for leading his Horſe, is Alms ; - he 
allowed the mans Days-work prov'd not to be worth above a 
ſhilling, and yet ex peo, he was indebted to him 2 5s. 6 d. and 
why I pray, Is it not as good a Debt to the poor man that he bar- 
gains with to lead his Horſe to the next Stik ? he will ſay, it was 
not worth ſo much in ftri& Retaliation, no more was the other 
man's Days-work 3; if he had given the man the ſhilling, and - 
terwar 
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terward ſaid, prethee lead my Horſe to the next Stile, he would 
have ſaid, ay Maſter, and thank you too 53 but if he agree with 
him, when he hath done his work, he could demand the Wag-s 
as Debt, tho it may. be he would thank him for ſo eafie a Bar- 
Zain. He tells us, The firſt Covenart was upon Terms equal, and if 
man did bis duty, tho with the ability God gives him ( as if 1 agree 
with a man to work with my Tools ) the reward is of Merit or Debs. 
Anſw, If he means equal in value, I deny that the Firſt Core- 
nant was ſo any more than the New Law covenant ; Ay, but if 
he means equal as to obligation in a way of commutative Juſtice, 
7, e. that God isas much bound to perform his part after cove- 
nanting, as Man to perform his, then I ſay the New Covcnant is 
as equal as the old, for each is but equality of obligation z bur he 
goes on, When be gives as the rereard, which is eternal life ihro ks 
Son, upon obedience which is imperfe# | that is upon a new covenant 
upon terms unequal ] he grves it freely. R. Here it plainly appears 
what he means by terms equal and unequal, that it is as to «- 
trinſick value, that a covenant of works are terms equal (where- 
in alſo he contradidts himſelf ) 7. e. man's perfe& obedience in 
the ſaid cevenant is io much for ſo much, as good as the rewa:d, 
its a days-work in it ſelf worth the Wages promiſed, whereas b-- 
fore he faith it was not 3 but now he laith, when the wages are 
more worth than the work, its on terms unequal ;, but the terms un- 
equal do not change the nature of -a Bargain to make it none ; 
for there ace different Bargains, ſome better, and ſome worſe ; bur 
is the new law covenant a better Bargain or worſe than that of the 
covenant of Works ? I take it to be much the harder, becauſe of 
the incapacity of the Covenantee: Man in the ftate of Perfetti- 
on could much eaſier perform the condition of the covenant by 
perfe& obedience than he can now in his lapft ſtate perform the 
condition of the new law by imperfet(t, as may eafily be. demon- 
ſtrated from theſe mens Principles, they athrming, that the perfor- 
mirg the condition is 10t by natural power and ſtrength. 
$. 11. But Mr. #. returns after this excurſion in ſaying, p. 7. 
That the grace of Fuſtification is purchaſed by Chriſt, is apparent by 
Rom. 3.24- The purchaſe of Grace (being free in the exerting its 
ſelf ) is a contradiction ; for what God doth by Grace, he doth 
ſua ſponte, without motion thereto by externals, and its meerly of 
his own good will and pleaſure, 1 wif have mercy on whom I will : 
Our Divines ſay, the cvvenant of Grace was not purchaſed, no not 
by Chriſt 3 but the way of the execution of this covenant was in 
and through Chriſt and his Purchaſe z that God might not in- 
fringe his Juſtice in the leaft in exerting his Grace to the Salva- 
tion of Sinners, This Mr. #. oppoferh and TY If the Notion 


of 
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of free did ly in the conception our Divines ordinaNly frame, then 
could it not be the fruit of Chriſt's purchaſe ; for how can that which is 
purchaſed in their ſenſe, be free? Reſp. There's much more reaſon 
to ſay, how can that which is purchaſed in Mr. Z.'s ſenſe be free ? 
There's leſs reaſon that a thing purchaſed in the -Original and 
Fountain ſhould be free, than what is purchaſed in 'the Streams 3 
therefore Mr. #'s. Anſwer cuts off his own legs ; for if the Grace 
of God be not free becauſe it comes to us in and through Chrift, 
and as the fruits of Chriſt's Purchaſe, then when this graria dans 
is purchaſed how can that be free 2 He proceeds 

$ 13. Whereas it is this Grace certainly is the main fruit of 
Cbriſt's Redemption, viz. that the new Covenant ſhould be eſtabliſhed. 
Keſp. Here it appears that he afferts, That the Grace whereby 
the New Covenant was made, was purchaſed grace, therefore not 
free by his own affertion,becauſe purchas'd, he ſays,Chrift purchaſed 
the Grace of the New Covenant, therefore the covenant and all 
in it : So you ee, he will have Purchaſe.in our ſenſe, inconfiftent 
with Free Gracez but purchaſe in his ſenſe more-comprehenſive, to 
be Free Grace z but now he will have the freeneſs to ly in be- 
ftowing freely the works which ſhould make the reward due to 
him z To which I anſwer, its one thing to juftifie for the Works 
wrought, 2nd another to give them: Mr. 7. callsthis latter, 7- 
fuſion of Grace and San{tification 3 but Fuſtification ts declaring a 
man righteous by the ſaid Works. ; Now if this Grace giving the 
condition be purchaſed, then Faith and Obedience was purchaſed 
by Chrift, contrary to Mr, Z. who faith 7t comes only as the gift of 
eledion ; Hence it appears, that he will have Grace in the root to 
. be purchaſed as to exhibition of the whole covenant, but not as 
to the performance of the main part of it. 

F. 13. See then how the Grace of God is made free in the ſenſe of 
the Apoſtle, not upon the account that man caxnot merit at God's hand, 
ſeeing God can fe a debror ex ou regimine gratiz paterno. 
Reſp. God can be a Debtor to ſinful Man ex paio, but then 1, Its 
upon pattum abſolutum, not ſuch a Covenant as makes man's works 
meritorious. 2. It is in and thraugh Chrift only that God is a 
Debtor in the way of Juſtice. 3. Its meerly Free Grace that hath 
brought about the Sinners Salvation by Chriſt, and not purchaſe. 
by himſelf, 4. God is not, nor ever will be a Debtor to ſinful Man, 
to juſtifie him for or by any works done by him. either here or here- 
after. 5. Therefore whatever is the fruit of Free Grace in us, is free 
in reſpe& of us on whoin it is beſtowed z we do not meritor deſerve 
it in the leaſt, neither doth God reward any of his Children 7egt- 
mine federis operum, ſuch as the New Law is and muft be, which 
rewards us upon our own fulfilling the condition,But pn rhe _ 
cre 
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bere mentioned (before refured) which is a moſt dir: avſwer, becauſe 
we have fhewed the indireAneſs and falfity of it—— Ard 1 declare, that 
God's Abatement of Terms, and requirig a new Condition, is that 
which therefore makes it free, ſeeing it 1s tendred and obtained witk- 
our performance of rhe old, Reſp. The changing of Terms in a co- 
venant doth-not make it free, if God had changed the terms of the 
old covenant from perfett obedience to imperfect, it had not made 
it free, becauſe the condtrion is Works ſtill, for here the change 
is but a change from one compatt to another, viz. Abatement 
of terms, and requiring new terms in the room. What if a 
man gets his Creditor; ( of whom he complains he hath a 
hard Bargain) to make another Bargain upon eaſter terms, 
this is a favour indeed, but its juſtice, contidering he had brought 
him under too hard terms before, but yet he doth not 
therefore give the commodity to him becauſe he allows him 
eaſier terms, but makes another Bargain upon other terms. So 
here, the new lawis as much a Bargain as the other, tho upon ea- 
fier terms, which cannot be admitted. He proceeds to refute 
Auguſtine, about the works of the law, according to Paul's ſen, 
which we ſhall examine when we come:upon that Point. : 

$. 14. We ſhall here gather the ſum of what according to truth, 
is to be afſerted and defended againſt Mr.#. and the reft, 

1. That the covenant of Works was not made with Man upon 
equal Terms, for his perfe&teft Obedience could never be equal 
with the promiſed Reward. 

2, That the New-law Covenant is upon as equal Terms, ac- 
cording to the nature of the Law, and they differ not in nature 
from the old covenant being works, if they differ in degree, its 
the covenant which hath made it ſo, and the Promiſe is as much 
a reward to the imperfettion, as it was in the old to a perfett con- 
dition, by. God's conſticution, 

3- God is free, and-can be bound by none but himſelf, and its 
his Grace to covenant wich the creature any way, but when God 
hath freely, without purchaſe, covenanted upon Terms of the 
creatures performance, he maketh himſelf a Debtor thereupon, 
let the Terms be perfe@ or imperfett. | 

4. In the pretended new-law covenant, where faith and obedi- 
ence are the conditions, Man merits ex patto, and God become: a 
Debtor to him as much as he ſhould have bin ro Adam it he bal 
ftood, hence the Apoſtle cannot mean juſtifying freely by grace jn 
Mr. #'s ſenſe; But when we are ſaid to be juſtified freely 5y Gods 

grace, 1s meant. .1, Thatiit is of the pitealure of God's VWill,.not 
upon any external” Motive, no not-of Chriit's Death, ithar Gol 
exerts the'Grace of Juſtification, bh 3: gractons 50 whom he will, 
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2, It is free in that the Qbjett of it, upon whom it falleth, is a 
ſinner every way undone and miſerable, without Works or Quali- 
fications, much leſs deſerving of this Grace, and this is the chief 
meaning of the Apoſtle in Rom. 3. 

3. The providing, givirg and beſtowing Chriſt and his righte- 
ouſneſs isan high a&t of Grace, that a ſinner may be juſtified at 
the Bar of Divine Juſtice, that a finner, according to the Myſtery 
of his Will and gracious Diſpenſation may be fully acquitted thro 
Chriſt from the fiery Law, and diſcharged from all the charges 
thereof by the higheſt Juſtice. 

4. That as it was Free Grace every way to us, conſidered in our 
ſclves, therefore a Covenant of Promiſe without conditions re- 
quired on our part, hence abſolute 3 ſo it was a higher Covenant 
of Works to the Second Adam than ever the Firſt was under, and 
whereas Mr, #, objects and ſays, then we are juſtified by the law : 
I anſwer, 1. Where did he ever ſee Juſtification but by a 
Law. 2. He makes his to be by the new Law, which law we de- 
ny to be in rerum natura. 3. As we are juſtified by the Grace of 
God, ſo it is in Chriſc Jeſus, and a Believer in Chriſt needs no 
New Law to juſtifie him, he is juſtified by the Law in Jeſus 
Chriſt, and-yet freely by Grace. LY 
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Set. 1. Righteouſneſs what, and of what kinds. F. 2. Of 
 Diftrilutive Juſtice. F& 3. Diſtindions in veſpe@ 


of Fuſtice., QF. 4. God's Fuſtice in Efficiency. 


S. 5- No Tuſtifying Righteouſneſs but perfeF. FS. 6. Of 
the way of God's Execution of his Juſtice. $. 7. Righ- 
teouſneſs again diſtinguiſhed. & 8, Righteouſneſs of 
Fuſtification and Sandtification. | 


Sea. 3. F Vſtitia eft ſuum cuique tribuere, to give every one his 

Þ due ; ſo Cicero, The Spirit of God tells us, its 10 
render every one their due or right, Rom. 13+. 7. Prov. 27. And its 
either commutative or diftributivez commutative when perfons 
mutually perform their Duty to each other which they are bound 
ro 
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to by any Law, Covenant or Agreement, whether they be ſuperi- 
ors to inferiors, or inferiors to ſuperiors, or equals to one ano- 
ther 3 a due conformity in obedience to a Law, is commutative 
Juſtice, Rom. 13. done for Conſcience ſake, giving the Legiſlator 
his due z but if he is pleaſed not only to bind me to Duty, but 
promiſe 2 Reward upon performance, as I am bound to Obedi- 
ence, ſo on the performance thereof God is bound to Reward z 
whence if Man had ftood, the Covenant had bin fulfilled by way 
of commutation 5 its ſo between Magiſtrate and People, being 
bound together by Covenant, and each obſerving his Duty to 
other, its done. by commutative TJuftice, and yet without any de- 
rogation from the Authority and Grandeur, and juſt Prerogative 
of the Magiſtrate. 

$. 2. Diſtributive Juſtice or Righteouſneſs, is Magiftratick, 
for the maintaining commutative Jufrice, by awarding it where 
its refuſed, or puniſhing the breach thereof, or in vindicating juft 
perſons, which are falſly accuſed upon that account, to render 
co men judicially according to their works. All firſt conformity to 
Laws and Covenants is by commutative Juftice z but upon com- 
plaint of the breach of the Rules thereof, Diſtributive Juftice 
takes place. Hence God's execution of diftributive Juſtice takes 
Place upon the Fall of Men and Angels. 

$. 3- Again, Righteouſneſs is to be diſtinguiſhed in regard of 
the ſubjett, Its either the Righteouſneſs of God, or the Righte- 
ouſneſs of Manz the Righteouſneſs of God is that which peculi- 
arly belongs to himſelf, and that in his Sufficiency or Efficiency 
the Juſtice appertaining to God in his Sufficiency, is his Effential 
Attribute, whereby he is eternally, infinitely and unchangeably 
righteous 3 this is not a righteouſneſs imputed unto us in Juſtifi- 
_ but a juſtifying righteouſneſs, it 1s the juſt God that ju- 

ineth. 

$. 4. God's Juftice in Efficiency is the execution thereof, that 
his efſential Juſtice may ſhine forth to his Praiſe and Glory, The 
Execution of his Juſtice is a trantient AR, and is either Legiſla- 
tion, or execution of his Laws. Go''s Legiſlation is his acting 
from his Sovereign Will aud Pleaſure in laying what Laws he 
pleaſeth on the creaturez Laws are not purchaled of God, any 
more than Grace, therefore they that talk in that manner, ſeem 
neither to underſtand Law or Groce. Tn God's Legiſlation, he 
hath given Man but one Law for Life, in the fulfilling where for 
not, Man is liable to be eternally ſaved or condemned ; and God 
never made, nor Chriſt purchaſed any Remedying Law to amend 
the faults thereof, never abrogated or relaxt it, but it ſtands in 
its full Sanftion preceptive, remunerative or vindiftive. 
3 S. 5- 
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F. 5. There neither is, nor ever was any juſtifying righte- 
ouſneſs to Man, but what is the perfe& and compleat righteouſ- 
neſs of this Law, as imperfett righteouſnels-is renounced and con- 
demned by this Law ; fo it will not ' ttand for Juſtification. with 
any of God's Laws, neither is it Grace in God to relax his Law, 
he cannot deny himſelf in the perfe&ion- of Juſtice. 

F. 6. The execution of this Law upon Man fince the Fall, is 
in a way of meer Juftice, or in a way of exad Juſtice in conſift- 
ency with Grace and Mercy. In a way of meer Juſtice, to the 
Glory thereof, on the Veſſels of Wrath z in a way of Juſtice in 
confiftency with all the deſigns of Grace and Mercy, by ſetting up 
a Second Adam, and providing ſuch a righteouſneſs in him, as 
might fully anſwer all the demands of the Law, which the Law 
ſhould accept and and impute to the Sinner, the Mediatorial and 
Surety Righteouſneſs of Chriſt, and this is called rhe righteouſneſs 
of God, that we are made in Juſtification. Mr. #, denys it, but 
we ſhall endeavour to prove it. | 

S. 7. Righteouſneſs of Man is to be diſtinguiſhed, Either as 
it is of his own p=rformance for Juſtification, and ſo its the righte- 
ouſneſs of the Law, and rejeQted by the Apoſtle z Or as its per- 
formed by another, by Jeſus Chrift for us, and this is called Our 
Righteouſneſs, and is ſo by real Imputation and Free Gift : This 1s 
our only Evangelical Righteouſneſs. 

$.-8. 1ts allo conſidered in reſpect of Juſtification before God, 
In this reſpe& all Fallen Man's imperfe& Righteouſneſs is filthy 
Rags; in reſpett of Santtification they are the fruis of rhe Spr- 
rit, and accepted in Chriſt, the perſon being juſtified, and there- 
fore Bclievers are often denominated righteous in Scripture. 
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Set. 1. What Imputation imports. S. 2. How it differs 
from Tuſtification, F. 3. Not to impute is to acquit, 
S. 4. To attribute or aſcribe, what. FS. 5. Legal Im- 
putation. VS. 6. The Second Sort. VS. 7. Impatation 
by Attainder, S. 8. Neonomians deny Imputation of 
Adam's Sim, Y. 9. Imputation .by way of Suretiſhip. 
8. 10, A Surety a Repreſentative. Y. 11. The difference 
of Imputation by way of Attainder, and by way of 
Suretiſhip. FS. 12, Neonomians deny Imputation of Sin 
to Chriſt. 


Seft. 1.J] Mputation for the moſt part in Scripture is a Forinſick 
or Law Term, as Fuſtification is; the Greek Word 

AoYiCouer, the Hebrew AWN and it is the accounting things or 
ations to Perſons which they did not do, or plead they did not 
doz when a man's ation comes to be lis coram Fudice, the firſt 
Enquiry is de fats, whether he he guilty of it or not guilty ? 
the Judgment of the Court by the Jury is the Imputation or 
laying Guilt upon him, or the acquitting him, which is not on- 
ly non-imputation of Fault to him, but imputing righteouſneſs 
unto him: The Sentence of the Judge on the Verditt of Guilty, 
is Condemnation 3 on the Verdict of Not Guilty, is Fuſtification. I 
find the word ſo uſed, 1 Sam. 22. 15. when Abimelek is accuſed 
by Deeg to Saul, for enquiring of the Lord coricerning David, 
he ſaith,, Let not the Xing impute any thing unto bis jervant : 
Maya 1721 DRUuU 7 R Let mt the King lay it upon, or ajcribe it 
to bis ſervant as a fault. ExX wu JS) © Ca0ASK raſa Th SrAriauls 
abgoy, Let not the King lay any thing to the charge of his ſervant, 
This is rendred impute by our Tranſlators, fo 2 Sam. 19. 19. Shi- 
mei pleading with David for his Pardon, faith, AWUM OX 
PU NR 15 Mi Aoyrodedw 6 wert® ws dvouiar, Tet mot my 
lord impute ſin to me. Likewiſe in the Plea of a righteous aCtion, 
Lev. 7. 18. If the Prieſt ſhalleat the fleſh of the ſacrifice on the third 
dry, God faith, it ſhall not be accepted, neither fall it be impured 
C 4 19 
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to bim that offers it ;, the Word is AWMN) N? Lixxis 8 acye3ovm 
evilp: So in offering any where but 
* To impute is to lay at the Door of the Tabernacle, blood ſhall 
any thing to the charge, be imputed * to that man that doth it, Lev. 
ſo Minft. Lat, Impu- 17+ 4. JU im j=pÞ Lxx. Ar isImozreu 
rare aliquid alicui.Plin, ms aySewms 6:e1vw aus 5 now theſe are 
Cadem alicui imputare. the words uſed for imputing in the Old 
So Quint. Teſtament, and as the Sepr. renders 1WT 
by A»y/iGeun, in the forequoted places, in 
the ſame ſenſe the Apoſtles ule it in the New Teſtament, whence 
it appears that mputration is a Law Term, and its uſed when it 
comes to be argued iv Law, whether this thing or ation, whe- 
ther righteouſneſs or unright2ouſneſs is to be aſcribed to a per- 
ſon, whereby he ſtands juft or unjuft in the eye of the Law, and 
what the,/[udgment of the Court is, is /mputatzon. Such Trials 
do eſpecially concern two things, &zght or Aittons, in matters of 
Right, or Claim, the Judgment of the Court imputes it to the 
Plaintiff or Defendant z in matters of Fatt the Judgment of the 
Court determines it, or imputes it, as righteouſneſs or unrighte- 
ouſneſs. 
$. 2. Hence 1. Imputation differs from Juſtification, becauſe 
its of right or fa. Its a Judgment concerning things or ations 
according to law, Juſtification in this legal ſenſe, or Condemna- 
tion is, of Perſons according to Impuration. 2. Guilt is the im- 
putation of fault to the charged perſon in the moſt proper ſenſe, 
reatus culpe, and the acquitting a perſon from Guilt when charg- 
ed, is the making him righteous, by removal of unrighteouſneſs 
from him, ſo far-as the Law hath to do with him. 3. A Man is 
not charged by one Law, and acquitted by another, but his im- 
putation is always according to that law where he was Charged, and 
therefore his Juſtification or Condemnation by. the ſamez if a 
Man be found guilty by one Law, he cannot be acquitted by ano- 
ther, tho requiring milder Terms. - rs 
$. 3. | Not to impute a fault is to acquit, and of the ſame im- 
Porc as to impute righteouſneſs, 'and therefore where the Spirit 
of God ſpeaks of non imputation of fin, Pſalm 32. 2. Kom, 4.8, 
x Cor 5.19. it always therein aflerts ?mpuration of righteouſneſs ; 
for he that is a {inner and hath no fin imputed to him, or charg- 
ed upon him by the Law, is righteous, and found fo by the Law, 
and indeed all proper-imputation is by the Law, for Sin is not ina- 
puted where there is no Iaw; therefore its properly the voice of 
the Law that imputes Sin or Righteouſneſs, where Attions or 
Claims of- Right come to-be queſtioned and tried 3 what the law 
faith, is ſaith 19 them that are under is for judgment and condemns 
br þ 59 Ln 8 therefore 
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therefore all tranſgreſfors, and makes them guilty before God, 
Rom. 3+19. : 

$. 4. To attribute, or aſcribe, are larger Terms than to im- 
pute 3 when any thing is imputed to a perſon, its attributed and 
aſcribed, but every thing attributed or aſcribed, is not ſaid to'be 
imputed, becauſe its ſpoken of in a Law-ſenſe, e. gr. we attribute 
Holineſs, Juſtice, Power, ©c. ro God, but do not ſay we impute 
them to God ;z we attribute Heat to Fire, hardneſs to Iron, but 
do not ſay, we impute Heat to Fire, or hardneſs to Iron, becauſe 
its naturally in them. 

$ 5- Legal Imputation of Sin or Righteouſneſs is either of 
that which is a Man's own,unto himſelf,or of that which primarily 
is his own and imputed unto another.The firſt is, when a Man bears 
his own Sin,or ſtands legally in his own righteouſneſ5;upon the firſt 
the law condemns him, upon the other it juſtifies him z he is up- 
on the firſt Judgment of the Law, found guilty or not, to have 
right to the Claim that he makes, or to have no right to his 
Claim to the Promiſe in a Law-Covenant. Hence imputation 
of righteouſneſs fixeth his right to the promiſed reward. Imputa- 
tion of ſin cuts off his right to the ſaid reward, and brings him 
under the curſe of the Law. ; 

$. 6. The ſecond fort of legal Imputation is of a Man's own 
Sin or Righteouſneſs unto another, Its by way of tranſlation, and 
its either of Sin or of Righteouſneſs. Imputation of Sin by tranſh- 
tion,is when the Law imputes Sin to any other than the Sinner, fo 
that by that Imputation thoſe others are legally made Sinners. 
And this Imputation is twotold by way of Attainder, or by way of 
Suretiſhip. 

$. 7. Imputation by way of Attainder is, when the whole 
Blood is charged with, and ftained by the Sin of the a{tual tranſ- 
greſſur. Such was Achan's Sin, ſuch alſo Adam's Firſt Sin ; his fin 
was imputed to him{lf and all his Poſterity ; he being not only 
a ſingle perſon, but a Publick Perſon. 1. Naturally, containing 
al Mankind in- him. 2. Faxderally,” Becauſe God when he cove- 
nanted with him, covenanted with a Kind ; he covenanted but 
with individuals when he covenanted with Angels. As Adam was - 
when he ftood,in reſpe& of Mankind,ſohe was when he fell ; Hence 
it was that all the Kind muft needs fall in him,when Angels tell,cach 
one fell but for himſelf, as each ſtood for himſelf; bur it was 
not, it could not be ſo with Man ; Adam therefore was the great- 
eſt Repreſencative in reſpe& of the number repreſented by him, 
that ever was, and all Mankind ſinned in bim;, Sin did not come 
upon us by Propagation only (tho a ſinner can propagate none 
but a finner) but by imputing Adam's Firlt Sin to all his —— 

| | | or 


for judgment of imputation came-upon all to condemnation of the 
whole kind ; elſe Adam's Firſt Sin ſhould afﬀfe&t us no more than 
any other of his fins, and Adam's fins no more than the fins of 
any other of our Progenitors z Hence Adam's fin came upon us 
federally, and by way of Imputation as well as by Propagation and 
feminal Deſcent; for the Privation of the Image of God by 
Adam's Sin, which was his moral Death, was a Publick Loſs, ne- 
' yer to be regained by any that have their ſtanding only in him, 
Hence every Natural Man is in him, ftands under that firft Pri- 
vation, and therefore under that firſt Guiltz and as every Man 
by Nature ftands under that Guilt, he alſo is under the con- 
demnation, Wrath and Curſe of the Law, Death paſſed upon all 
men, in that all have ſinned; the Apoſtle ſpeaks but of Adam's fin, 
Rom. 5. 12, £6. and of death paſting upon all by that fin imputed 
by the law, as appears by the following word,that all died in Adam, 
the Apoſtle is expreſs, 1 Cor. 15.22. Undeftand it of which Death 
you pleaſe ſpiritual or corporal that in Adam 4# died, it infers ne- 
ceſiarily that Adam was a Publick Perſon ; for we cannot be ſaid 
to lire or dy in another's life or death, but as he is a Publick Per- 
ſon, verſ. 49. we are ſaid to bear the image of the earthly, i. e. 1n his 
Fallen State, which ſhews that. his Image was of a Publick Nature 
to all his Pofterity, and his loſs of God's Image, a Sin imputed 
to the whole kind. 

S. 8. I cannot ftay to infiſt largely on the proof of the Im- 
putation of Adam's Sin, but is a Point of ſo great concern,that the 
denial of it overthrows the Goſpel in the true ftate thereof 3 1 
{ſhall only acquaint the Reader, That the Neonomians, together 
with the Socrnians and Quakers, lay this denial in the foundation of 
their rotten Dottrine. 

Neonomian. We were n0t i» Adam as 4 Publick Perſon, or Re- 
preſentative by a Covenant ſtanding, nor bis ſin imputed to us further 
than we are guilty by a natural in-being or derivation, Scr. G. D. 
P. 86, 87. 112,113. End of Controv. 95. 

See his daring confidence. IWe were not in Adam as 4 publich 
Covenanter, I would ask whether God covenanted with Adam as 
the comprehender of all the Kind 5 if he did, then Adam was 
a Publick Corenantee inſtead of the whole Kind; and it appears 
in that the Covenant reached Eve then in him, when the covenant 
was made, Gen, 2, and if the covenant was made with her in 
him, then why not, by the ſame reaſon, with all Mankind in him ? 
He ſaith Adam's fin is imputed no further than we are guilty z welay, 
we are not guilty any further than bis fin is imputed ; its imputation 0 
Sin makes us guilty, nor guilt that makes jmputation ; He faith 
alſo, 0 further than by a naiural in-beirgy what then, doth ey 
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natural in-being in Adam at the time of his Covenant, make hiny 
a publick Covenanter, when the whole Nature was in him ? and 
ſo we were federally in him, becauſe naturally; but ſee how the 
Socintans concur, Socin. They are greatly deceived who gather thas 
all the poſterity of Adam ſinned in Adam the P arent, and truly to have 
deſerved the puniſhment of death——- for ſins and merits, ſuch as are 
meerly perſonal, go not out of the perſon which hath ſinned, neirher 
do Parents repreſent their Children. Altho there may be ſome huzr, 
and that not a little, to Children 6y their Parents fin, as indeed it fell 
our in Adam's fin ; bur the very Sin and Merit of Adam, was nov 
communicated in, nor imputed to Adam's Poſterity, and hence the 
Potterity of Adam was nos truly puniſhed for Adam's ſin, unleſs they 
imitated their Parents, Schliting on Heb. 7. 19. Whereas it appears 
plainly, by Rom. 5.12. that the merit paſſed upon all by Adam's 
tin, for death paſjed upon all and the merit of Death cannot be 
without imputation of fin, and-it paſſed upon all that have not 
finned aQually, even Infants, before they are capable of imitation 
of their Parents. Quakers, We do not aſcribe any whit of Adam's 
guilt te men, till they make it theirs by the like afs of diſobedience. 
Barchl. This is alſo Pelagian Dottrine, That Adam's fin is not ine 
pured ro bs Poſterity. | 

$. 9. Imputation is alſo by way of Suretiſhip, and it is when 
the Sins or Dzbts of one perſon, are by law charged upon, or 
imputed 'to another in order to the Salvation of the Principal or 
perſonal tranſgrefſor. Here it is always underſtood that the pay- 
ment of a Snrety is as good and acceptable to the Law as that of 
the Principal. 2. That the Surety cannot become Pay-maſter in 
Law, unleſs he take the Debt or Sin upon him inſtead of the pro- 
per tranſgreſſor he muſt be charged as tranſgreſfor, elſe the Law 
can make no demand upon him, 3. He muſt freely offer him 
ſelf to be a Surety, no perſon can be forced in any caſe to be 
Surety for atiother. .4. When he hath engaged himſelf in Sureti- 
ſip, the law takes him perſon for perſon, the principal Debt be- 
comes his, and his righteouſneſs and payment becomes the Prin- 
cipals in a real legal commutation, here is no natural or moral 
Change, but {ponſorial and legal, nay, no logical change, z. e. one 
relation-is not changed into another, rhe Surety into the 
Principal, nor Principal into the Surety 5 but in the Judg- 
ment of the Law the Principal Debt becomes the Surety's, 
and the Surety's Payment is the Principals, whereupon the 
Principal in reſpett of that Sin or Debt for which Satisfaction is 
made, hath the diſcharge in full, and is as perfectly righteous 
25 to that, as the Surety himſelf; he is not it may be ſo rich and 
bonourable as his Surety, but in reſp-& of the Dezbc ſatisfied, the 
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Law hath no more to ſay to him than to the Surety, An Alder- 
man fetcheth a Priſoner, and with him many more out of 7J.ud- 
gate, owing Five or Ten Pounds a piece, this little money being 
all that's owing in the World by the poor Man, when diſcharged 
the Law hath no more to ſay to him than to the Alderman, and 
he is as righteous in the eye of the Law, tho he will not pretend 
to be ſo great and ſo rich, or a ranſomer of others out of Pri- 
ſon, as the Alderman himſelf is. 

$. 10, He that bears the fins of others muſt be a Repreſenta- 
tive and Publick Perſon, that muſt perſonate or bear the perſons 
of them whoſe ſins he bears, and muft be either ſubſtituted by 
the Court, or if by ſome other, he muſt be allowed ta he capa- 
ble and able to make Payment, muft be accepted and dealt with 
in the name and upon the account of rhe other, and hecomes a 
Debtor or Tranſgreſſor in and for the perſon he doth repreſent 
in Court, and becomes a Delinquent in the eye of the Law, the 
Law imputing fin to him makes him fin, becauſe he is ſuppoſed to 
owe nething on his own account z he that doth i foro repreſent 
one or more, and ftands not, nor atts for himſelf, but others, is 
a publick Perſon and Repreſentative, as a Burgeſs or Citizen in 
Parliament, and they that he repreſents are ſaid to att in and 
by him. Tts a contradittion to common ſenſe and reaſon, to ſay, 
that he that ſtands legally or civilly in the place of another, to att 
his part, and in his name, ſhould not be a publick Perſon, hut men 
will throw down common ſenſe and reaſon to eftabliſh their own 
fond Conceits and Errors. 

$. 11. The difference between Imputation by way of Attain- 
der, and by way of Suretiſhip is, that this Imputation is in or- 
der to the Salvation of the Sinner, but that is as to legal tingle 
effetts only to the Sinners Deftruttion. 2. That in this Imputa- 
tion in the way of Suretiſhip, as there is Imputation of the ſinners 
fin to the Surety, ſo there is a re-imputation of the Surety's 
righteouſneſs to the ſinner, but in Imputation of Sin by way of 
Attainder, there's no re-imputation of righteouſneſs to the firft 
ſinner. 3- The Imputation doth differ in the manner of tranſa- 
&ion. In Imputation of fin by way of Attainder, fin is trans- 
ferred from the Repreſentative to the Repreſented 3 but in Im- 
putation by way of Suretiſhip, fin is transferred from the Repre- 
ſented to the Repreſentatiye, and that's the reaſon, that tho we 
are fitly ſaid-to tin in Adam becauſe he was our Repreſentative ; 
yet its not ſo fitly ſaid that Chriſt finned in us, becauſe that we 
were never Repreſentatives to Chriſt 3 but its fitly ſaid, we are 
righteous in Chrift, becauſe he is our Repreſentative, and that we 


ſatisfied in Chrift, which ſaying doth not rob Chritt of his Glory 
ot 
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of Satisfation, but gives it him, affirming that Chrift ſatisfied, 
and for us,'and that God is well pleaſed with us through him z; If a 
man that hath owed Money to A, and paid him by his Surety B. 
be charged that he owes 4. ſo much Money z he denys it, and 
faith, I paid you by B, doth he ſpeak true or falſe? doth he not 
ſpeak properly ? doth he hereby ſay, I paid you by my own 
Money ? No, he only ſaith, that B. paid for me my Debt with 
his Money : But we ſee how Neonomians will pick quarrel with 
common ſenſe and reaſon, as they do in their denial of this high 
and fundamental Point Of Imputetion of Sin to Chrift, and charge 
it for an Error to ſay, we ſarufied in Chriſt, 

C. 12. Neonom. Chriſt netther was a Sinner, nor reputed a Sin- 

ner by God. R. B. End of Contr. p. 122. Chriſt took not reatum 
falti, 107 reatum culp# [ as if there were any difference between 
them] Ze 100k reatum peenz, the guilt of puniſhnent [ that's al- 
ways in the fault, for nothing deſerves puniſhment but faults] 
Scr. G, d.p. 8g. They dangerouſly affirm [ meaning thoſe he calls 
Antinomians] that Chriſt took not only the puniſhment of our Sins, 
and that puilr and reatum pznz, which is an aſſumed obligation to 
ſuffer the puniſhment deſerved by us, but all our very ſins themſetves, 
the very eſſence of he ſins of all the ele | a ſlander, and impoſed ex- 
preſſion that none ever ſaid] the reatum culpz, or guilt of faule 
and ſo be bore the fins of all the Ele& by real imputation | this is truth, 
which Mr. B. chargeth as one of his hundred Antinomian Errors, 
Er. 18. p. 10. Again being made ſin for us, u meant a ſacrifice for ſin 
[ſoMr H.)] and uſed as a firner | why ſhould he be uſed as a fin- 
ner, if ſin was not charged upon him ? ſure very unjuſtly] f God 
imputed fin 10 Chriſt, or accountzd Chriſt a ſinner, be muſt be by ſin bate- 
ful to God, &c. and Chriſt fuffered for his own ſims, &c. Scr, G, d. p. 
30, $1. If Chriſt had bin a ſinner, in his individual perſon, theſe 
conſequences might have held, but Chrift being by Law-impu« 
tation made fin in order to the Salvation of Sinners, its otherwiſe, 
therefore doth my Father love me, becauſe 1 lay down my life for my 
ſbzep. Is a rich perſon and honourable, hated in the Court, and 
detefted, becauſe he enters-himſelf Debtor for ſome Ludgare Pri- 
loners ? 

Socin. The meanivg of theſe words, 2 Cor. 5.21. is not that he 
was made fin for us by God's imputation, but that he was made a ſacri- 
fie for ſin, the word made is a word of Eleftion and 9rdinition, 
tin, Dial. to which Mr, Norton anſwers thus, He was male fin 
for - u8 as we are made righteouſneſs, i.e. by judicial imputation, with= 
ut the violation, yea with eſtabliſhing of Fuſtice, as he was made 
turſe, Gal. 3. 13. becauſe be was the ſin-offerivg in truth, therefore 
te was madz ſin by real imputation. Nor. againft Pinch, 

Q:ak, 
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.  Quak. We Heſerved thoſe things that Chriſt endured, and much 


more for our fins, but that God ever. reputed him a ſmher is denied, | 


neirber did be ever dy that we ſbould be reputed righteous ; by bis being 
made ſin for us muft be underſtood his ſoffering for our ſins, that we 
might be made partakers of the grace purchaſed by him, by the working 
whereof we are made tbe righteouſneſs of God in him. Barch. Apol. 
of Juſt. p. 376. Thus you ſee how Sifter Sets run hand in 
hand together. 

Thus far of Tmputation here, which fhould have bin -continu- 
ed to imputation of Righteouſnes, The Imputation of Chrifi's 
Righteouſneſs being the main Point which the Neonomians op- 
poſe; 'but becauſe it will be the main ſubje& of our enſuing Diſ- 
courſe, we pals it over in this Chapter. 


CH &P. V. 


Df Jmputation of Righteouſneſs unto the 
Juſtification of a Sinner. 


Set. 1. Righteouſneſs imputed, and what * F. 2. Car-| 


dinal Bellarmine a Midale-way-man, and ſo Quakers 
too, and Socinians. F. 3. How conſonant Neono- 
mians are to that Fraternity. YS. 4. They mare mbe- 
rent Holineſs to be our Righteouſneſs. S. 5. Why par- 
doned after ju$tified, and of ſubordinate righteouſneſs. 
F. 6. Of Legal and Evangelical Guilt. S. 7. Of Mr. 
CIs definition of Ju$tification, and of incompleat FJuSti- 
fication in this life. 


Seat. Is Hat Righteouſneſs is imputed to the Fuſtification of 4 
ſinner before God, is held on all tides z but the great 
Controverlie lies here, What Righteouſneſs is it? Is it our 


own inherent righteouſnels, or the righteouſneſs of another ? the 
Neonomians with the Papif*s ſay, its our own which is the formal 
cauſe of our Juſtification 3 we ſay, that Chriſt's Righreouſnels I 
the material cauſe of our Juſtification, ana Imputation the forinal 
Mr. Z. excludes the Merits of Chrift from any of the effentia 
cauſes, and makes it only modum efficientis, ſomething in the 


hand of the efficient, -it way be an inftrument, -but at the ben 
it 
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its but cauſa miniſtrans, by way of efficiency, but enters not that 
, || effec as any efſentiai Cauſe, Mr. #; would find out ſome little 
| Difference between the Papifts and himſelf, but its ſo little that he 
; can hardly render it viſible. The Counſel of Trens ſaith thus, There is 
4 only one formal Cauſe of Fuſiification which is the Righteouſneſs of 
. God, not whereby he is Righteous, but whereby he makes us Righteous 
1 viz, which he hath beftowed on us, whereby we are renewed in the 
Spirit of our minds, and are not only reputed Fuſt, but are 1ruly cal- 
þ led Righteous and are jo — and it follows, 1n his is the Fuſtification 
$ of the Ungodly, whilſt for the M-rir of that moſt Holy Paſſion, the 
J- Tove of God is ſhed abroad by the Holy Ghoſt in the Hearts of them 
(- that are juſtified, and inherent in them, whence in Fuſtificarion. it ſetf 
with Remiſſion of Sins this is together with it infuſed, &c. Seſs. 6. &. 7. 
Mr. #. agrees with them, that our inherent Righteouſneſs is 
_ the formal Cauſe, and that it is for the Merits of Chrift, that this 
Righteouſneſs is wrought in us, that therefore it's called the Righ- 
teouſneſs of God. Bellarmine in Defence of the Dottriae of the C, 
of Tr. ſays, the State of this whole Controverſie may be reduced 
to this one Queftion. -Ihether or no the formal Cauſe of Abſolute 
Fuſtification be Righreouſueſs inhering in us ? Which he endeavours 
to maintain in the Affirmative. Mr. #, would have fome diffe- 
rence from the Papiſts in that they ſay Juftification is by Infuſion 
r-| of Righteouſneſs, whereas he faith Infution of Grace is Sanifica- 
21S] tion, but Juſtification is by Grace infuſed ; of the two, I take the 
\o-| Papiſt to be righteſt in conftitutive Juſtification, and to have leſs 
"ah of Merit in it 5 whereas Mr. #. Juſtification i3 by Santtification 
wrought firſt, which carries more of Merit and leſs of Grace, for 
ary here Juftification appears at firft fight to be ex condigno the good 
eſs. | qualification of the Svubje&. Yea the Papifts go further then Mr. 
Vi. #&. for he will not have Impuration of Chriſts Righteouſneſs nor 
j-| Remiſhon of Sins to have any place in Juftification, which rhe Pa- 
piſts own to be Parts of our Juſtification, for the Council of Trent 
do Anathametize thoſe only that teach, that a Maa is jaftified on- 
ly by Imputation of Chrifts Righteouſneſs and Remiſhon of Sins, 
of i} without inherent Grace and Charity; yea T do not find that this 
rea Neonomian Dotirine comes any whit ſhort of the Popiſh Dorine 
' our} of Juſtification, nay it out-does it in daring Contradittion to the 
? the] the Goſpel. 
rmal F. 2. Sze what a Middle-way Man the Cardinal is if he go 
eſs if far enough, He gives hiz Senſe of Rom. 3. 24. Futified freely, ie. 
inal from his mere liberality as to our Merits, for we cannor deſerve 20 be | 
-ntial juſtified by any Work of ours, ad this Bounty of God is th: efficient | 


; th] Cauſe, but we are juſtified by bis Grace, i. e. by a Righteouſneſs given 
hey and infuſed by bim [is not this Mr. #, exaly, what doth he | 
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trifle for about Infuſion } and this is the formal Cauſe, we are juſti- 
fied alſo by the Redemption of Chriſt, and this is the meritorious Cauſe, 
Laſtly, we are juſtified by Faith in the Blood of a Propitiator, and this 
the diſpoſing Cauſe; from hence we may learn that every ſincere 
Neonomian is a Papiſt in the Point of Juſtification, and that the Po- 
piſh Dottrine of Juſtification is the Middle-way between the Cal- 
vinifis and Arminians. See but a Taſte, how the Quakers and So- 
cinian fall in with this DoQrine of Juftification by Works. Qua- 
kers, Works and Faith are equally wequired tro Fuſtifie, Works of the 
Law are excluded as done by us. 10 be juſtified by Grace is to be juſti- 
fied by Regeneration, which cannot exclude Works wrought by Grace, 
fince the Law gives not Power 10 obey and ſo fall ſhort of Fuſtification, 
there's Power under the Goſpel whereby the Law comes to be fulfilled 
inwardly,Works through the Power of theSpirit is a Condition upon which 
Life is propoſed under the New Covenant. It appears from divers 
Scriptures, that the Apoſtle excludes only our own Righteouſneſs, as be- 
ing the Righteouſneſs of the Law from being neceſſary 10 Fuſtification, 
Barcl. Sucinian, Ther: was never but one way of Fuſtification oy 
Faith —— This Faith ts nothing elſe but under the hope of Eternal Life 
zo obey the Commands of Chriſt, and this we apprehend 10 be underſtood 
itn Scripture where-ever we read of Salvation promiſed to them that be- 
lieve in Chriſt. Socin. de offic. Chr. Them. 42.43. To believe 
#n Chriſt is nothing elſe than to obey God, according to the Rule and 
Preſcription of Criſt, and in doing it to expeft of Chriſt 4 Crown of 
Eternal Liſe, Socin. de Servatori. To the attaining Eternal Life 
not any Merits are required, but the obeying Chriſts Precepts, to which 
Eternal Life is the conſtituted Price, or Reward, not that Obedience 
it ſelf deſerved it, but becauſe it hath pleaſed the moſt gracious God to 
deal ſo with Mankind. Socin. Reſpon. ad 0bj., cur.- 
$. 3. Now let us ſee how Conſonant our Neonomians be to this 
Fraternity in the Dottrine, we'll take it from Mr. #. one of the 
honeſteft of the Pack and freeft from Juggling. Medeocr. p. 16, 
17. Our Works do not Merit, becauſe they are not perfet | i. e. 
therefore do not Merit as related to the Old-Covenant, but Merit not- 
withſtanding, ex patto in relation ro the New-law-Covenant } but we 
are juſtified by Works as we are by Faith, becauſe Faith juſtifies only 
as produftive of Works [_ thence you ſee he placeth the Righteou!- 
neſs of Faith in it ſelf as a Work done, and that it juſtifies only ſo, 
and hath no more juſtifying Nature or End then the Fruits there- 
of } It is Faith as produittve of Works, that receive the Rewar4 
of perfet Righteouſneſs [ in that this imperfeltt ſtands in the Room of 
perfett ) but we are ſtill ro remember for Chriſts ſake, | Bellarmine 
remembred that and the Council of Trent } God judgeth and will judge 
all Men accordirg 9 the Goſpel, thoſe who perform the Condition of it, 
att 4 
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he accounts and prowounceth righteous; thoſe whom he accounts rightegua. 
are juſtified ; 1 will add that the righteouſneſs of Chriſt which 55 the 
Meritorious cauſe of our Fuſtification, and always comes under the 
efficient, cannot by the ſame reaſon be the formal and . material cauſe 
of it: _ It is not infuſion of righteouſneſs with the Papiſt which our 
Santification, nor the Imputation of Chriſt's Righteouſneſs with the 
Proteſtant, which # nor to be underſtood in genere cauſe efficiente, 
or Remiffion of Sin with Proteſtant and Papiſt [ you ſee here how- 
far he goes þeyond the Papiſt] but to impure 104 perſon bus perfor= 
mance of th#* New Covenant far Righteouſneſs, or pronouncing bim 
righteous accofAling to that Covenant, u the formal cauſe of his Fuſti- 
fication, Med, p. 46. Here is to be remarkt that Mr. #. doth 
peremptorily exclude from our Juſtification the Imputation of 
ChriRt's Righteouſneſs, and Remiſſion of Sins, and places the 
whole of it in imputation of our own works for righteouſneſs, as 
ative obedience, 7 

$. 4- Theſe Men do as the Papiſts and the reſt, make our in- 
herent Holineſs in Sanification, to be that very righteouſneſs 
by which we are juftified. Take Mr. C!'s words wherein he fully 
exprefſeth Mr. X's ſenſe in differing, from the Paptſt about Infu- 
ſion, Ferein licth the true difference between Fuſtification and Santis 
fication : In San{ification we are made holy, righteous and good, by 
the infuſion of thoſe Graces into us 3 but in Fuſhification we are only 
accounted and declared ſuch; in the one the change us but relative, and 
in the other real, Come in Quakers, and ſhake this Friend by the 
hand as one of you, you have. quarrelled with the Pulpits 2 
great while, and now you may aſcend them your ſelves when you 
pleaſe, and be not fo angry at them, for you ſhall not hear theſe 
men call your Doarine Popiſh any more; but you'll hear them 
call all men that are not of your Opinion Antinomians briſkly: 
See now the depth of this diftinttion, - Fuſtification # nor by infuſi- 
on of Sanfification, but vet Fuſtification w by Sanfification infuſeds 
Is it not much more rational to ſay, that Juftification is by mak- 
ing a man righteous that was not ſo before; for Juſtification of 
a 11nner muſt be ſuch; Befides, is it not much mare Evvnpelical as 
zo juſtifying the ungodly ? as Belarmine (ſaith. But, theſe Men fay, 
We are firſt made righteous [ that is godly} and then pardoned [he 
ſhould have ſaid juſtified, for his Juſtification comes in between 
his ſanQifying Righteouſneſs and Pardon ] and nos 81 the contrary 
firſt pardoned, and then righteous, Mr. C. p. 19. | DO ETN Ss 
Reſp. Were ever ſuch Abſurdities aſſerted by Men of Reaſon ? 
1.. We are firſt made righteous, and quaten#s made [o, are 
ſan{tified and not juſtified z therefore Juſtification makes no man 
righteous, but finds them ſo ; but it Oe Men, what ? ones 
nds 
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finds them, 7z. e. ſanAtified. Hence to declare a Man ſanRified is 
his Juſtification ; and I pray now, how comes in Mr, #'s., cauſa 
formals ? how doth Juſtification differ formally ( nam ad for- 
mam pertinet proprium © differentia) from Sandification, when 
Imputation, or God's accounting a man holy and ſanified is his 
Juftification ? Ts not God's Judgment according to Truth ? Is 
it not certain that God accounts every thing to be as it is, a 
holy man holy ? If this be all yeur Juftification, its no more 
_ as God juſtified at the Creation, he ſaw that every thing -was 

00d, | 
£ 2. Ifweare firſt made righteous, and then juſtified becauſe 
we are ſo, its meritum ex condigno, whereon we are juſtified, all 
the World cannot hinder it. 

3. Firſt righteous, and then pardoned; What ſenſe is in that ? 
for a righteous perſon needs no Pardon in that thing wherein he 
is righteous 3 for therein to be righteous and want Pardon, is to 
ſpeak Daggers, and the abſurdeſt contradittion in the World. 

C. 5. Well, But why muſt our Neonomians be pardoned when 
righteous and juſtified before ? becauſe indeed their Righteouſ- 
neſs and Juſtification by it is not worth a Fig by their own con- 
feſſion z for Mr. Cl. faith, —— for fince ſubordinate Goſpel Righte- 
ouſueſs is an imperfe@ righteouſneſs, conſiſtent with manifold failings 
and infirmities, therefore notwithſtanding that, there's need of pardon, 
and that continually : This is alſo Mr. #'s Do&rine, therefore I 
need not tranſcribe his very words which are to this purpoſe in 
many places. Reſp. I find they are not fully agreed about the 
intervening Righteouſneſs between Chrift and us, what to call 
it, Mt. C1. calls it ſubordinate, and ſo doth Mr. B. but Mr. #. 
king not that Name ſo well, had rather call it co-ordinate z but I 
know not from the Notion of the thing duly conſidered, why they 
may not go one ftep further,. and call it the Principal or ſupream 
juftifying righteouſneſs, for that which hath the principal place in 
any thing aſcribed to it, is the principal, but our own righteoul(- 
neſs hath the principal place in the thing aſcribed to it, which is 
Juftification, therefore its the chief and ſupream righteouſneſs ; 
For they ſay we are juſtified by the imputation of this righteouſ- 
neſs only, and by no other, therefore all conducing righteouſneſſes 
to the introducing this, are ſubordinate'to it. Again, That which 
hath its place only in the external cauſes, and in the modality of 
their operation as tothe production of the effe&, is much inferi- 
our to the eſſential cauſes that enter the very effe&t, and are 
conſtitutive to it, but Chriſt's Righteouſneſs by theſe men is no 
more, and therefore muſt be a ſubordinate righteouſneſs to vurs ; 
outs being caſa formals juſtifications, an eflential cauſe, oy 
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being but cauſa protarch. a remote cauſe, adjuvant to the etfici- 
ent, therefore the righteouſneſs of Chrift can have no more than 
a remote cauſality in purchaling the New Law, by the righteou(- 
neſs whereof we are juftified, which is no better indeed than canſa 
ſine qua non, its in ordins ad the juſtifying righteouſneſs, there- 
fore ſubordinate to it. 2. He faith, This ſubordinate Gofp:l Righte- 
ouſneſs us an imperfett righteouſneſs. Truly I am ſorry for it, that 
Goſpel Righteouſneſs ſhould be imperfett 3 I deubt there's little 
dependance upon it, ſince the righteouſneſs of the law that con- 
demns us is petfe&,its little likelihood that an impertfett righteouſ- 
neſs ſhould fave us from it ; ay, but they will ay, its Chritt's per- 
fett righteouſneſs muſt ſave us from the perfe&t righteouſneſs of 
the law condemning us. Say you ſo? and therefore why ſhould 
not this righteouſneſs of Chriſt have the honour of juſtifying us ? 
it ſeems we are ſaved by Chriſt's righteouſneſs, and juſtified by 
our own, as if Juſtification were not Salvation ; But is onr Go- 
ſpel-righteouſneſs imperfett ? this is no Goſpel, for its ill News; 

I muſt tell theſe men its a rotten foundation they build upon, and 

their Building will drop not being built on Chriſt, the Corner Stone 
in Juſtification, 3. He ſaith, Fs imperfet, confiſtent wich many 
failings and infirmities. . Reſp. 1 pray how comes this to paſs? is 
it from the Legiſlator that conſtituted ſuch a Law, whoſe condi- 

tion is obedience confiftent with ſin z or is it from the Operator 
or Worker under this Law ? if from the former, then the Law 

makes it in fault, if there be anyz but if he hath made a law 

with ſuch condition of obedience conſiftent with ſin, then perfor- 

mance of ſuch is no fin, nor needs a Pardon, for ſin s the rranſgreſ- 
ſion of the law the ſubje& is under; Now if Believers are under 
the New Law for Juftification, and perform there' what's requir- 
ed, what need have they of a Pardon from a righteouſneſs bor» 
rowed from another law ? If it be from the laſt, viz. the fault 
and defect of the operator of righteouſneſs, that his righteouſneſs 
Is not the performance of the condition of the New Law, as re- 
quired, then this New Law cannot juſtifie him, our Neonomians, 

in this Point, will be on Sci/ls or Charybdr in ſpite of the World. 

In a word, 1, That righteouſneſs that cannot juſtifie us at the 
Bar of the old Law, or Covenant of Works, is no juftifying 
righteouſneſs, but none of our own righteouſneſs, New Law or 

other, will not juſtifie us at the Bar oft the Covenant of Works 

by the Neonomians own confeſſion, therefore we cannot be juſti- 


| ed by any ſuch righteouſneſs, 2. Again, that righteouſneſs 


which needs pardon is no juſtifying righteouſneſs, but is condem- 
ned by the law, for whatever is pardoned is condemned by the 
law firſt, neither is that perſon juſtified, who by the law is unpar- 
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doned, Pardon being an effential part of Juſtification in Mens 
Courts, where many Indittments ly againft a Man, if he be quit- 
ted of ſome, and not of all, he is not diſcharged as juſtified z but 
here its worſe, I do not find that at the New Law Bar a man (as 
they ſay) juſtified, is quite diſcharged from any Indi&ment at 
all, for there's none fully pardoned z wherefore our Neonomians 
ſay that their Juſtification is not perfett in this life. So Mr. Cl. 

Our Fuſtification in thus world is not perfett and compleat, &c, p. 18. 
$. 6. Mr. C1. ſaith, There's a twofold guilt, Legal and Evange- 
lical, Legal Guils 1s an obligation to eternal puniſhment z, this is fully 
pardoned in Juſtification, and can never rerurn again, becauſe Chriſt 
hath taken it all upon himſelf, and made full ſatisfation to his Father's 
Fuſtice for it, but Goſpel-guilt which is an obligation to Goſpel- 
Puniſhment, #. e,  farbery chaſtiſements for ſins after Fuſtification, 
rerurns upon commiſſion of new ſins, and is removed upon repentance, 
ſometimes wholly, ſometimes in part. This is alſo Mr. X's Dodtrine. 
Reſp. The diſtinion is naught, for we deny any Evangelical 
Guilt, Evangelical Guilt, Threat or Puniſhment is a Bull, a down- 
right Contradiftion, if we know what Goſpel is, and they that 
will be ignorant, and call this Afﬀertien Antinomian Poyſon, let 
them be ignorant ſtill, I thank God for the knowledge of the 
Goſpel ſo far, as that it is quite contrary to Guilt, Threat and 
Puniſhment , or Obligation to it in the true legal ſenſe thereof : 
Likewiſe he ſhould have diftinguiſhed of Guilt as uſual, reatus 
culpe, and reatus pene, the firſt properly Guilt, and that in jud:- 
cio legis, vel judicio conſcientie, if a Man be ſub reatu culpe judicio 
tegis, as they ſay the juſtified ones are, he is unjuſtified, for the 
law cannot juftifie a man and declare him guilty, z. e. not guilty 
and guilty at the ſame time. Obligation to Puniſhment is not 
Guilr in the true ſenſe of it z for we ſay a man caſt in Court is 
guilty of the charged Fault, and therefore the Law binds him 
over to Puniſhment, We never ſay a Man is guilty of the puniſh- 
ment but deſerves, he is found guilty, and therefore the Sentence 
of the Law binds him to Puniſhment 5 but he ſaith, Legal Guils is 
fully pardoned in Fuſtification; Pardon is always of a fault, and in- 
cludes not punire : but is fin-pardoned fully in Juftification as to 
an obligation to eternal puniſhment, then 1. Pardon is included 
in Juftification, contrary to what he afſerts in the foregoing Page. 
2. Juſtification is perfett and compleat, ſo far as the taking off 
eternal puniſhment. 3. He cannot but own this to be the main 
part of Juſtification at leaſt, and this it ſeems is owing to the full 
ſatisfation made by Chrift to the Juſtice of God, our righteouſ- 
neſs of the New Law hath nothing to do here in the matter of 
Eternal State » Where are we now 2 what a Juſtification is w_ 
| y 
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by the New Law, wherein our eternal ftate is not concerned. 
Well! but our Juftification in this life is not yet perfe&t g not by 
Chrift becauſe he takes off only eternal puniſhment, but temporal 
he hath left to us to remove by Repentance,performing the righte- 
ouſneſs of the New Law, I hepe this righteouſneſs falling in to 
help Chritt's, it will produce perfect Juſtification. No it wont, 
this righteouſneſs takes away our Sins and Puniſhment wholly 
but ſometimes. and ſometimes only in part, and what's the rea« 
ſon? where's the fault ? why it falls upon this New Law, which 
is always fulfilling and never fulfilled z it will never juftifie any 
one till the laſt day, and it cannot do it then without the per- 
fe@ righteouſneſs of the Old Law. 

$. 7. Let's take Mr. C's Definition of Juſtification into con- 
ſideration a little, He ſaith, The Definition of Fuſtification ſo far 
as it relates to God is thus, Fuſlification is an aft of Gad whereby he 
accounts us righteous at preſent, and treats us as ſuch, and will ſolemn- 
Iy declare and pronounce us ſo at the laſt day of Fudgment. 

Reſp. He ſhould have told us what a& of God, whether im- 
manent or tranſient, whether an a& of Grace or Juftice, or both, 
ke ſhould have told us the objett of that att, whether a meer tin- 
ner or a righteeus perſon ? he will tejl us anon, its a righteous 
perſon, and he ſaith, accounting him ſo at preſent, if this accounting 
bim be in a law ſenſe, its but Imputation at moſt, and this is 
that, and all that he doth at preſent, he finds them holy and 
righteous, and judgeth them to be as they bez but doth not 
God declare them righteous at preſent, neither i» foro Legis, nor 
in foro Evangelii, nor in foro conſcientie ? in none of theſe at pre- 
ſent, when then ? the very Sentence of Juftification is not till the 
laſt day; ſo that indeed there is none juſtified till then z for 
a ſuſpended ſentence keeps the perſon (whatever Opinion the 
Judge hath of him) under the Law, in Priſon, and in centinual 
fear of Condemnation 3 ſo that they are all the day long for fear 
of Death ſubje&t to Bondage. 

$. 2. Hence he infers two things. 1. That Fuſtification while 
we are in this life is but partial, imperfett and incoipleat, and that we 
ſhall not obtain fully complear, entire and final Futtification for all the 
effets of fin till the Day of Fudgment. To which Ianſwer, Where 
there is but an imperfett, partial Juſtification there mnft be a 
partial Condemnation z it cannot be denied but the Apoſtle de- 
nys it, and faith, there's 70 condemnatien to them thas are in Chrift 
Feſus. 

2. The law knows no ſuch thing, a man is either perfely juſti- 
ed for the ſame thing, or perfettly condemned, there's no Medis- 
um betwixt Juſtification and Condemnation, 
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3- If the New Law do not perfe{ly juſtifie a perſon, then it 
condemns too at the ſame time, that when ever the Parator of 
righteouſneſs takes himſelf to be juſtified, he is bound to believe 
himſelf condemned alſo ; and whether will ftand good at the laft 
Day he knows not, either his Juſtification or Condemnation. 
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Sefion 1. Whetber Remiſſion of Sin belongs to Fuſtifica- 
tion. F. 2. Remiſſion diſtinguiſhed by Mr. H. SF. 3. 
Of general Remiſſzon. Y. 4. Conditional Pardon ante- 
cedent to a mans Juſtification. S. 5. 4GFual Pardon 
ſubſequent to a mans Juſtification. 


Sect. 1, R. CT's Second Inference is, That Fuſtification doth 
70t properly confift in Pardon z, afterward he ſaith, 4 
man is firſt righteous and then pardoned 5 to which we have ſpoken 
ſomethjng. 'Mr. #. makes a fearful pudder about this Point, we 
will a little inſpe& his Notions, Medtzocr. p. 44,55- Our Divines 
do generally place Fuſtfication in remiſſion of Sins, and ſo do the Pa- 
pifts, and ſo did I my ſelf. Reſp. Remiſhon of Sins is upon good 
grounds placed in Juftification as an eſſential part of the Juſtifica- 
tion of a Sinner, and I can boldly deny that | oak to be juſtified, 
whole ſins are not forgiven, and to ſeparate them is as poſſible 
as to ſeparate homo £5 animal rationale. The Law, any Law, nay 
your New Law cannot juſtifie a finner and declare him righte- 
ons, unleſs in that very att of declaring him righteous his ſins 
are faken away in foro legis, and this is God's Remiſhon (tho not 
Man's) for his ways are not as mansz and whereas Mr. #. makes 
remiſhon of ſins to be a benefit after Juftification as an effect of it, 
weſay it is a benefit in Juſtification, and the firſt thing in it in 
Nature ; for its impoſſible any one ſhould ftand righteous in the 
eye of any Law, that ftands chargeable as a tranſgreſſor thereof. 
But remiſſion muſt nor (faith Mr. #.) be the formal reaſon of Fuſti- 
feation. Reſp. The form of an A&, and the formal reaſon of 
that A aretwo things, the material reaſon of Juftification is 
righteouſneſs, and the formal cauſe is imputation of that righte- 
ouſneſs, Juſtification comes in as the acquitting Sentence, appar; 
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ed (as Mr. B. faith) to condemnation, which ex natura rei, muſt for- 
mally carry in it forgiveneſs of fins. He proceeds, To forgive a mans 
fins and declare him rigeteons are wwo inconſiſtencies one with another 
in the ſame reſpet, Reſp. Cujus comrarium verum z in TJuſtificati- 
on of a-Sinner they are moſt confiſtent, and inſeparable, that in 
declaring a finful man righteous his ſins are alſo done away; its 
true, in mans way of Pardon there is ſome inconſiſtency, becauſe 
his is by diſpenſing with his Law, but God's way of forgiveneſs 
is in and through the ſatisfattion of his Law z but T muſt tel 
him, that here no Man is looked upon as righteous in the eye of 
man's law that hath tranſgreſſed it, till he is firft pardoned, 
=——#1d therefore when God pronounceth a man juſt, it is according to 
the law of faith, when he pardons his ſins it is inreſpet of the law of 
works, Reſp. Here are two Bars, now he faith elſewhere, be likes 
»os two bars, T1 would fain know now at! which of theſe Bars a 
ſinner is moſt juſtified, either by the law of Works, where all his 
ſins are forgiven, and therefore conſequently muft be made right- 
eous 3 or at the Bar of the New Law where he ſaith, the mar is 
declared juſt, but imperfely ſo, and therefore goes away with his 
ſins upon his Back to the Law of Works to have them pardoned ; 
Is it not pretty Divinity then, toſay a man is declared righteous 
firft at the Bar of the Law of Faith, and then all the Bed-role of 
his fins are pardoned at the Bar of the Law of Works ? 
$. 2. He comes to diftinguiſh of Remiſſion, Jts either condi- 
#ional and univerſal, as it lies in the Covenant, and is the purchaſe of 
Chriſt, or aftual, as it lies in application thereof to particular perſons 
upon performance of the conditions, Reſp. This Diftinion is a great 
Point among the Neonomians, Mr. B. makes much uſe of it in his 
Vniverſal Redemption, the Story is this, They feign that God find- 
ing the inconvenience of the law of works, by reaſon of the Fall, 
his Son ſatisfied not the law broken, but compounded with God 
as Lord above Law, that this law ſhould be relapſed ; ſaith Mr. 
H. Mr. B. ſaith that it might be abrogated, which is more rational, 
tho it is more downright Antinemianiſm, which ſcares Mr. Z. 
Chrift accordingly dies to purchaſe a New Law, with condition of 
imperfe& obedience inſtead of the perfe&t, the propounding or 
promulgating this New Law to all the world is univerſal remiſſion, 
it being the offer of Remiſſion on the condition of imperfe& obe- 
dience to all the Worldz in this ſence all the world, they ſay, is 
redeemed, juftified and forgiven before they perform that condi- 
tion. Now, if any others, beſides Neonmomzans ſhould talk at this 
rate, they would be in danger of being taken up and ſent to Berh- 
lem for Madmen. As if a Company, ſuppoſe the E. India, ſet up 
their Bills for a Sale at a certain time after prefixt, with the re- 
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ſpeQive Prizes z if one or all ſhould run about the City before 
the day of Sale prefixt, and ſay, they had ſold their Goods at 
ſuch and ſuch Prizes, all men will call them Liars or Madmen. 
So, becauſe God proffers eternal life upon performance of a con- 
dition, therefore all men are redeemed, juſtified and forgiven, 7. 
e. ſay they, conditionally, and that's not at all till they perform the 
condition 3 but Neonomians may talk non-ſence, and contradi& by 
the New Law, yea and aflert Juftification before Faith, while 
they call others 4ntimomians who do it, when they are the greateft 
Antinomians themſelves in the World, Now the noiſe that they 
make about the Merit and Purchaſe of Chriſt, its no more than 
his purchaſing the New Law of Works, and they are juftifed. by 
the performing the condition of the new law for the ſake of 
Chriſt's Merits, its only becauſe, as Mr. #Z. tells us, that Chriſt 
by his Merits was an efficient of the New Law ſo that generally, in 
all they talk of Chriſt's Satisfation and Merits, there's ſome cheat 
or Amphiþology. Mr. #. indeed ſpeaks out moſt honeftly, in 
as good as telling us, that Neonomians are Papiſts in the Point of 
Juſtification. But to proceed, 

3- When Divines ſay we can do nothing our ſelves for procur- 
ing reconciliation and remiſſion, it is to be underſtood of conditional, 
unzverſal remiſſion. Reſp. What Divines underſtand ſo ? they are 
not the Proteſtants, its only the Neonomians who are no Proteſiarts 
in the Point of Juſtification : Theſe Divines underſtand only, 
that we cannot purchaſe the conditional, univerſal Remiſſion, the 
Purchaſe of that it ſeems was peculiar to Chrift ; but as for par- 
ticular Remiſſon, theſe men purchaſe, and Reconciliation-too 
Chriſt purchaſed that we might purchaſe, and tho he purchaſed 
the new law, and promulgation of it, yet he purchaſed not the 
performance of the Condition ; for ſuch hard terms they will keep 
Chrift too that he may not entrench on their Dignity. 

$. 4. Conditional Pardon is antecedent to a mans Fuſtification, 
and contained in our redemption, in whom we have redemption through 
bis blood the forgiveneſs of fins. Reſp. Conditional Pardon is 
none, its no more than the offer of a Bargain - to any that will 
come to the Terms : As if I ſhoyld offer to Lett my Houſe for 
ſo much Money by a Bill over the Door, and then ſay, I have 
Lett my Houſe to all the men in London. And its ftrange, that 
all men ſhould be pardoned and redeemed an1 not juftified, but I 
think R. B. faith they are juſtified, and I am ſure they may be 
as well juſtified as pardoned. However he owns Pardon in Re- 
demption, and this antecedent to Faith z ſure then Juftification 
(which with us) is inſeparable from Faith, is not Antinomianiſm. 
And is it poſſible any Divixze ſhould abuſe the Scripture ſo, as fo 
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wreſt it to ſuch a ſenſe, that the Apoſtle ſhould by Remiſſion 
there, mean ſuch as is contained in univerſal Redemption, Col. 
1. 14. Whereas the Apoſtle ſpeaks of Redemption in particular 
application, for the words preceeding, v. 13. are who hath deli+ 
wvered us from the power of darkneſs, and hath tranſlated us into the 
Kingdom of bis dear Son. verſe 14« 1n whom we have redemp- 
£701. 

$- 5+ Adtual Remiſſion is ſubſequent to Fuſtification, for we muſ# 
be ſuppoſed firſt to have performed the condition, and be pronounced 
righteous, and then pardoned, when there is no remiſſion then but doth 
£0 before or follow Fuſtification, it cannot be made the very aft is ſelf 
of Fuſtifica:zion. Reſp. Let us try a little for it: 1. He ſaith, 
attual remiſſion is ſubjequent to Fuſtification 5 now we are come in- 
to Mr. Cl's. road, he ſeems not to be ſo well acquainted with the 
Myftery of the antecedent remiſſion, and its ſo indeed, for it ſeems 
it is but potential remiſfon, its not attual, nay its a contingent 
potentia, there is pardon, and none pardoned, the meaning is, that 
the New Law made all the world pardonable upon a contingent 
condition. 

2. We find a pretty odd invention, here's Juſtification beſet 
with Remiſſion, before and behind, and yet no Remiſſion in it g 
a man pardoned and not juftified, and then juſtified and not 
pardoned ; and truly, if this ſubſequent Pardon be no better than 
the antecedent, the Neonomian Juftification is deftitute of Pardon * 
before and behind too, I wonder all Proteſtant Divines do not 
nauſeate ſuch Whims as theſe. 

3 But is it poſſible that he ſhould ſay, that pardon canmmor be 
made the at of Fuſtification ; ſurely the'e forget what they are 
talking of, is it not conditional Pardon the New Law promiſeth, 
how can there be Juſtification by the New Law of him that per- 
forms the condition, but by pardon in the ad of Juſtification ; for 
if the New Law ſaith, believe and thou ſhalt be pardoned, the new 
law when it juftifies the Believer muſt pardon him, and now we 
have help ata dead lift, juſt now it was, that tho our new law 
could juftifie, yet it could not pardon ; but we are fain to go to 
the old Law Bar to fetch a Pardon, and trouble Chriſt about it 
too, but we have found now that the new law can pardon; for if it 
pardon all thz World conditionally, it can pardon particular per= 
tons actually, when they perform the conditions, 
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Setion 1. Ar. H's. Definition of Tuſlification. Y. 2. 
Imper fe& Obedience not to be accepted by God to Tuſti- 
fication, VS. 3. Fuſtification not without Life. Y. 4- 
Of the Form of Fuſtification. 5. What 15 the account 
of Chriſs righteouſneſs. FS. 6. Chriſt's Merits put to 
account are imputed. FS. 7. Diſtinfion between Par- 
don, and bearing with our defetts. S$. 8. A Pardon 
general, becomes abſolute. S. 9. Fuſtification by In- 
fuſion and by Imputation diſtinguiſhed, FS. 10. Of 
Fuſtifying the Ungodly. FS. 11. Whether Old Law 
Righteouſneſs or New be beſt. FS. 12. Ar. Ws. My- 
ftery, which he ſaith Dr. O. did not underſtand. 


R. #, defines Juſtification thus, It is an a#® of God's free 
Grace, whereby God impunes to every ſound Believer his Faith 
for Righteouſneſs, upon the account of Chriſt's Satisfation and Merit, 
giving him Pardon and Life as the benefits of it. Right. of God, p. 25. 
Reſp. For the Genus he refers the proof to the Aſſembly, but 
he repreſenteth himſelf ſhort of the 4ſembly, who fay, Fuſtifica- 
tion 1s an att of God's free Grace unto ſinners, for which they 
quote Kom. 3. 21, 24, 25, Now Juſtification barely conſidered 
as ſuch, is an att of Juſtifice, unleſs it be ſpoken with this 
condition, andT find Mr. #'s. Notion of it will not bear this 
conneion z for his Juſtification is of a perſon only, that is ſub- 
jcAively righteous, our Juſtification and his are diſtinguiſhed 
070 genere, for he ſaith, the objett of his Tuftification is a righ- 
teous perſan, to ſuch an one JuRtification is due 3 its no a& of 
Grace to juſtifie ſuch an one, a ſound Believer. By Faith he 
means Repentance and New Obedience, as the conditional terms 
of the New Law, which being performed by any one, he is not 
juſtified by free Grace, but legally he can challenge it by the 
New Law. 
Y. 2. 
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$2. This Faith and New 9bedience, tho imperfelt, God accepts in the 
room of perfe# righteouſneſs, not accounting it perfe®, Reſp. It is 
abſurd to ſay, God accepts it in the room of perfet z for if ſo, 
it ſhould come in, in place and room of the perfe& in the Cove- 
nant of Works, God | gr. out that condition, and putting in 
this, but this imperfect comes as terms in another law, ſo it hin- 
ders not the terms of another. 2. No, why ſhould God account 
it perfe if it be as they ſay, but the law of God is perfe&, and 
tho God judgeth the righteouſneſs morally imperfe@ in compari- 
ſon of the righteouſneſs of the firft law, yet he muſt reckon it a 
perfe condition of the new law, - it being as much as the law re- 
quires, and therefore a condition perfe&tly performed. for elle it 
can never be pleaded or imputed at its Bar z but he ſaith, he ac- 
cepts it, if he accept it its by its ſelf, or for the take of a better 
righteouſneſs; now no law can accept any righteouſneſs by its 
ſelf, but it muft be efteemed by its ſelf to be a full righteouſneſs 
compleatly to anſwer the demands cf the ſaid law; if the law ac- 
cept it for or in the righteouſnels of another, it thereby declares 
the inſufficiency of the man's own righteouſneſs being ſuch as the 
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teouſneſs for which he juſtifies him, this now will bring in Chrift 
and his obedience into the new law, where our Neonomians will 

ermit him to have nothing to do, but only as a Legiſlator, as for 
bis Obedience and SatisfaQion, it belonged to the old law only, 
with purchaſe of the new-remedying law. Laſtly, its Nonſence, 
that any law, or God in a law, ſhould impute Faith and Obedi- 
ence for righteouſneſs which is not perfettly ſo, according to the 
law conſtitution, but he doth it upon the account of the Merits 
and Satisfa&tion of Chriſt : How upon the account ? and is the 
Merits and Satisfa&tion of Chrift put in the Ballance with our 
imperfeG righteouſneſs to make it up ? or is Chriſt's righteouſ- 
neſs imputed to it that it cannot be, unleſs imputed to the per- 
ſon ? which he denies, how then muft we underftand this Gentle- 
man ? for the Satisfa&tion and Merits of Chriſt is only effeRive, 
becauſe Chriſt was ſo kind as to purchaſe Merit, and fatisfie God 
for the new law,. without which he could not have heen juſtified 
by our imperfe& righteouſneſs, and this is all they intend by it, 
for the Merits of Chriſt's ſake, a plain and facile ſfimjle may be 
given, A Man ows a great deal of Money to his Creditor thar's 
ſuing of him in Court, a friend of the Debtor and Creditor inter- 
poſeth and brings the Creditor to a Compoiition of 10s. 5 5. 
or 1 $. in the pound ; theſe Writings brought-into the Court, the 
Aion is diſmiſſed for the Merits, Purchaſe and procurement of 
this perſon, who now brought the Debtor under the new _ of 
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Compoſition, which if the Debtor do not pay he is ſuible upon 
his Compoſition : Now this is all theſe men make of the Me- 
ny of Chrift, its only his bringing God to the New Law Com- 
ition, 
. 3. Pardon and Life, he adds, as effets of Juſtification : We 
have already ſhewed what an abſurd thing Juſtification is without 
Pardon, Pardon being eſſential to itz but it ſeems to be as ab- 
ſurd, if not more, that there ſhould be Juftification without life z 
for if by condemnation a man be dead in law, then certainly, by 
Juſtification, wherein Condemnation is taken off, the perſon is 
made alive in law. -But Mr. #. will have a man to be juſtified, 
and both ly under the guilt and condemnation of fin z for he adds 
to theſe which ke calls Benefits. 4 right to impunity; ſo that Jufti- 
fication lays but in the foundation of impunity, they are not 
from under punity, Juſtification brings only an expettation of 
0 HE Life, Impunity hereafter, but none of theſe are in 
and. 

SG. 4. When I ſay, this Righteouſneſs ( or Faith) wu the form, 1 
underſtand it in the ſence as theſe Divines do, who ſay, Chriſts righte- 
ouſneſs us the form, or Remiſſion is the form, not the form of that Im- 
putation, but of Fuſtification paſſively raken. Reſp. Then the plain 
meaning is that Mr. Zumph. underftands our righteouſneſs to have 
that place in cauſality of Juſtification, which others give to the 
righteouſneſs of Chrift ; if other Divines ſay, that Chrift's is the 
formal reaſon of Juſtification, .in the ſenſe that they take Chriſt's 
righteouſneſs to be the formal cauſe in the perſon juſtified, he 
takes a man's own righteouſneſs to ftand 7» genere cauſalitaris, this 
i5 Diametrical Oppotition, and therefore not only to be ſcrupled, 
but to be contradicted and detefted. Hum, Not the form of that 
Imputation, but of Fuſtification paſſively taken. Reſp. Mr. &. con- 
founds his Notion by his obſcure Logick z for there is a great 
difference between the form of a' thing, and formalts ratio agentis, 
the form is an eſſential caufe, and enters the effett, the effett made 
up of the vis of all the cauſes hath exiftence from concourſe of 
all the cauſes, the formalis ratio is cauſa movens efficientem, & 
20n ingreditur effetum, tho the form doth, which is another thing. 
Now Juſtification in the a>ſtratt is forma juſtificationis in con- 
creto, Or in the perſon juſtified, and there is not any other form, 
as Fuſtitia is the form of juſtzs, or of a man imputed juſt, that 
the imputation makes him legally juſt, to be juft ard imputed ſo 
is one thing in law, andro be juſtified is another. Now the ju- 
ftice of a man is the form of the juſt man, and the formalis ratio 
of Juſtification, and this he ſaith is the form of Juſtification 
paſhycly taken z . this we deny, and tor Juſtification is ative, bye 
tne 
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the juſtified is the paffive, where Juſtification it ſelf is the form. 
Again, we deny that our righteouſneſs is the formalis ratio of Ju- 
ftifications Remiſhon indeed belungs to the form it ſelf, but the 
formalis ratio of Juſtification is external to the form, and there- 
fore to be conſidered apart from it. This only by the way 

$. 5. I add at laſt upon the account of Chriſts Merits, or through 
Chriſt, or for Chriſts ſake, becauſe this faith of ours, or Evangelick 
Righteouſneſs, bath ſo many defeits in the beſt Chriſtians, that if thro 
the ſacrifice of Chriſt they were not pardoned, and through bis Merits 
thoſe imperfett duties which are done accepted, it could not be imputed 
to 4s for Righteouſneſs. Reſp. Chriſt is beholden to' him to bring 
him at laft, tho but at the fagg end of Juſtification » But how 
comes Juſtificationto be at laſt upon the account of Chrift, for we 
are formally juſtified upon the account of our own righteoul- 
nels, # e. perteatly ſo, for what is formally exiſtent is perfedtly 
ſo, and that by our own righteouſneſs, z. e. upon the account of 
it, for the effett quod & carſis exiſtit, is ſuch upon the account 
of all the cauſes, but eſpecially upon account of the form 3 now 
he that is formally thus juftited, muſt be upun-all accounts jufti- 
fied, an4-needs nothing to be added to it :-Why then upon the 
account of Chrift's Merits ? ' why, becauſe Chriſt purchaſed a law 
of righteouſneſs which could not juſtifie perfeAly, but leaves the 
perſon juſtified in a need of further righteouſneſs for Juſtificati- 
on, if the Merits and Sacrifice of Chriſt muſt come in upon the 
account of which a man is juſtified, then he is not qufrified be- 
fore, and Chriſt's righteouſneſs is the juſtifying righteouſneſs 
only; for our own leaves us unjuſtified by Mr. # *s own confeſ- 
fion, 2. e. it leaves us in ſuch a caſe that no man of ſenſe can (ay 
we are juſtified z for by his own words, the righteouſneſs of the 
new law is not, cannot be imputed to us for righteouſneſs, unleſs 
it be pardoned and accepted in Jeſus Chriſt, and therefore this 
law cannot juſtifie any one upon his inherent righteouſneſs, for 
its moſt abſurd to ſay, it can juſtifie> when it cannot impute its 
own righteouſneſs by reaſon of the defetts thereof. 

$. 6. I find Mr. 27. isat a great loſs in eftabliſhing his Nati- 
on upon a right bottom, he ſeems to ſuſpe@ that Chriſt may 
come off a loſer by it, and he will moſt fearfully. 7 do more ej- 
pecially ſignifie thereby that Chriſts righteonſmeſs which cannot be 
imputed. 0 us as @ formal cauſe of our Fuſtification is and muſt be 
very carefully brought to our account, and granted 10 be imputed, and 
the meritorious cauſe of our accepration. 

Reſp. 1 am glad to lee this ſaying, wherein he hath over- 
thrown his own Dottrine, tho uttered in a great contradittion ; 
for he {aith, Chriſt's cannot be imputed, and then it muſt be im- 
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puted ; but why cannot it in the firſt place ? That which is put 
to our account in Juſtification, whether as to the part or to the 
whole of our righteouſneſs is imputed, but according to Mr. #. 
the Merits of Chriſt's is put to our account, and therefore the 
Merits of Chriſt (to fpeak more diſtinly) thus put to our ac- 
count, are the materialis © formalis ratio of eur Juſtification 3 
for if the merits of Chriſt be put to our account in Juſtifica- 
tion, its but trifling to ſay, its only the effefts, if one man pay 
for another in part or whole, its the money it ſelf paid that is 
put to his account, and therefore imputed to him in Court; 
and indeed he ingeniouſly confeſſeth he learned of Mr. B. to 
mend his Notion, and allowed Chriſt's Merit to be the material 
cauſe of eur Juſtification 5 but that which he amends with one 
hand he ſpoils with another, and thereby runs into groſfer logi- 
cal Abſurdities, ſaying, Becauſe I make our faith the formal in Fu- 
ſtification. Reſp. Very good, The matter is in one ſubje&, in 
Chrift, and-the form in us anotherz Cauſa per qua 'res eft id 
quod eſt is in us, ex que in Chrift in a legal att, Chriſt's righte- 
ouſneſs is but generical, matter which is as much for all the 
world as a Believer z but the formal part, the proprium © diffes 
rentia is in the ſubje&t, Man; this in law is always the merito- 
rious partz Money in general turns no Cauſe there, but its the 
Propriety that this or that man hath that doth itz now its not 
Chrift's righteouſneſs in ſpecial that doth the bulineſs, but righte- 
ouſneſs in general that Chrift hath brought in, as a material part, 
but its mans righteouſneſs in ſpecial that is the principal effential 
cauſe, according to Mr. #. EY 
S$. 7. Afrer this I diſtinguiſh between this pardoning, and bearing 
with the defeRs of our Faith, Repentance and new Obedtence, which are 
tbe condition of the Goſpel Covenant, and ſo our Goſpel Righteouſneſs, 
or that which is Imputed for Righteouſneſs ; and that General or Total 
Pardon, &c, Reſp. If Juſtification be upon performing theſe as a 
law condition, What need all this talk about bearing with our de- 
fets? If the Goſpel Covenant run in theſe Terms, he that doth 
what he can ſhall livez therefore Man doing what he can, leaves 
no room for bearing with defetts, he fulfils the Law in doing what 
he can. Again, if this be imputed to us for righteouſneſs by the 
law, and we diſcharged and declared righteous thereon, it is 
enough. Where alſo obſerve what imputation the Neonomza's 
owns, its imputation of our own righteouſneſs to our ſelves : And 
ſuch a righteouſneſs az is none, becauſe imperfet and ſinful z but 
yet imputed for righteouſneſs to us, as if it were perfe&t ; what's 
the reaſon then thar its found defeRive after imputation, if imper- 
fe&@ by imputerion comes in the room and doth as wellas pony 
ay, 
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Nay, what's the reaſon that this righteouſneſs that is ſuch a paul- 
trey one, which can do nothing ( by their own conceſſion ) in Ju- 
ftification without Chriſts, muſt have the honour of being imput- 
ed to us? but Chrift muſt not, cannot be imputed, and why I 
pray ? Becauſe tho” its acknowledged to be perte& and compleat- 
eft righteouſneſs, yet it may not be imputed to us for ours, be- 
cauſe performed by Chrift and not by us. I pray let me ask, whe- 
ther it would not more comport with the honour of God, the na- 
ture ofa Goſpel and common Reaſon, to impute legally to a delin- 
quent the payment of another which is perfect full and compleat, 
then to impute to him the payment of his whole debt, for 10 per 
Cent. or 64, or 4d. Nay, after this acceptance how honourable 
would it be to the Court, to ſue to the King for the pardon of the 
Priſoner for paying o little. 
$. $8. But let us come to the other part of the diftin&ion 
And that general and toval Pardon which the Covenant promiſes, and 
becomes Abſolute upon performing the Condition. Reſp. Either the Ne=- 
onomians have loſt their underſtandings, or think all other Men 
have, and ſothiuk they may impoſe what they pleaſe upon them z 
for here he diſtinguiſhes betwixt a conditional GoſpelCovenant,and 
a Goſpel Covenant upon conditions, a total Covenant and a parti- 
al, a total upon conditions, and a partial abſolute upon perfor- 
mance of conditions, and all theſe one new law Covenant za Cove- 
nant+hat pardons upon conditions,and a Covenant abſolutely par- 
doning upon conditions, The total pardon, if that which paidons 
all the World upon conditions not performed, and yet it damns 
them too for non performances, a pardoning Covenant that damns 
all, for it remains not a pardon upon conditions when any one per- 
forms the conditions, its then abſolute ; but did ever any one know 
that a conditional Covenant when the condition is performed abſa» 
lute, Ze. without conditions ? if any Man buy a Houſe of his Neigh- 
bour for a Summ of Money, will he ſay after he has paid his Mo» 
ney, my Neighbour gave me this Houſe, for an abſolute promiſe 
is a promiſe of free Gift, He proceeds, The one of theſe is that ve» 
ry Grace, or Aft of Grace it ſelf, as goes into that Att of Imputation, 
or Att that imputes our Faith for Righteouſneſs when the other ſtill is the 
Effeft or benefit following juſtification. Reip. The Man is in a Wood:Tbe 
one of theſe an a# of Grace, which of them ? That which hath con- 
ditional pardun without performance, or that which upon perfor- 
mance becomes abſolute, the total general, or the partial, particu- 
lar, which I know not, but one it is 3 that is an At of Grace going 
into the A of Imputation : Imputation is an At of Juſtice in 
ſtri acceptation, becauſe its never but of righteouſneſs, tho' to 
bring righteouſneſs to a finger, to whom the Law imputes righte» 
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ouſneſs is an at&t of Grace, as Juſtification is, but it muſt not be his 
own righteouſneſs, for that excludes Grace, | 

S. 9. Heis alittle cautious of Mr. B's. opinion, that Fuſtificarti- 
01 is the making us righteous, but he faith he will diſtinguiſh, there 
is a making a Man juſt by infuſion or by Imputation z that by infuſion, 
- Tags which the Papifts bold, and which we diſtinguiſh from 
Fuſttfication, 

Reſ:The righteouſneſs by which they'll have a man juſtified is that 
of Regeneration, and that of Works, the Papiſts way has more of 
Grace in it, becauſe theirs is Juſtification of the ungodly, as Rege- 
neration is SanRifying the ungodly. Some he ſaith are for Jufti- 
fication by pardon, and ſoa Man is righteous by non-imputation 
of Sin, but he is not for this neither, becauſe'he keeps pardon and 
non imputation of Sin for a conſequent of Juſtification 5 he will 
have a Man juſt in the Eye of the Law, and yet under the impu- 
tation of Sin ; well how will he have it to be ? Its by imputation 
of what righteouſneſs? Chrifts ? no, its by Imputation of our Faith 
to us for righteouſneſs, —Our Faith and Evangelical Obedience be- 
ing imperfett and ſinful, and we are unrighteaus in the Eye of the Law 
for all that, but God in his judging us according to the Law of Grace, 
doth allow of that, ['i. e. Sin] for Chriſt's ſake, inſtead of all which the 
Law requires to our Fuſtification. 

Reſp. Here you ſee what a parcel of righteouſneſs this New Law 
righteouſneſs is, its imperfe&t finful as to Sins of omifhon and 
commilhon.and we are for all this righteous in the eye of the moral 
Law, but God judging by the Law of Grace, he allows all the Sin 
againſt his own Law for Chritt's ſake, Chriſt hath merited Gods 
allowing ou ſinful righteouſneſs, 7. e. Unrighteouſneſs and juti- 
fied us torit, but ſeeing here is all this done by the Law of Grace, 
how comes it to paſs that it doth not pardon theſe Sins, but they 
muſt go to another Bar for Pardon ? Why, becauſe the Law of 
Grace, tho' it juſtifies the performer it pardons no Sin, becauſe n& 
Law can ſuppoſe its own condition to be ſinful, but if there be Sin 
in the condition ( as theſe Men fay again and again there is ) the 
Law of Grace allows it, ( its certainly an Antinomian Law ) allows 
that Sin that Gods moſt Holy Law condemns, God here muft de- 
ny himſelf; and to ſay he allows it for Chriſts ſake, is to make 
Chriſt the Minifter of Sin, die for allowance of Sin, and eſtabliſh- 
ing of it by Law, and if God by a new Law hath eſtabliſhed this 
ſinful Obedience inſtead of all which the old Law required, what 
need of asking pardon of the ſaid Law ? Gods abolition or relaxatt- 
on of the old Law, and ſetting vs upon Obedienc:to a New Law, 
and the performances thereof inftead of what the old Law requir- 


ed, freed us from Sin and there needs no pardon for not perform- 


ing 
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ing perfe& obedience, for that wonld have been ſin in the eye of 
the new law, it requiring imperfett obedience, imperfeQion and 
!nfuineſs' being the formality. of the condition, and therefore it 
muft needs forbid perfe&ion as moſt contrary to it, and condemn 
al} glorified Saints, : 

C. 10. - By this may that expreſſion of the Apoſile be rightly undey- 
ſtood, God juſtifies the ungodly, rot in tenſa diviſo, ſo that he thar ts 
fo before hu Fuſtification us no lovger ſo afterwards, but in ſenſu com- 
polito, ur Fairh or Evangelical Obedience in regard to the law |_ he 
ihould have ſaid the law of Works ] or in regard of thoſe Works 
that are required by the law 10 our juſirfication, are no righteouſneſs 
wirhin its own nature [ therefore untig.iteous] would juſtifie us 3 
but God conſtitutes it ſo by the law of the Goſpel, and according to 
that law imputes it to us for righteouſneſs. 

Reſp. 1 need ſay no more to this, but that it is both Þ» ſerſie 
diviſo © compoſito an ungodly interpretation, That God ſhould 
make that righteouſneſs by an after law, which he had made mo« 
ral unrighteouſneſs by a former z and impute that by one law for 
Tighteouſneſ(s to Juſtification, which he had imputed by another 
law for fin to condemnation : Is God as Man that he ſhould ly, or 
as the Son of Man that he ſhould repent ? The ſence of the place 
is not difficult, it is that juſtifies a tinner as ſuch, or elſe its no 
att of Free' Grace, that when the Grace of Juſtification toucheth 
on the perſon of a ſinner, he is no more godly than when the 
Grace of Regeneration toucheth upon himz tho the Grace of 
God lays hold on a ſinner in both theſe reſpetts, finding them 
ungodly in all reſpetts, yet it leaves them not ſo; His enſuing 
Suppolition is very impertinent, ſuppoſing that which never was 
nor never will be, viz. Thar a Believer living regenerate can ne- 
ver be juſtified by the law of works, by his own righteouſneſs 
No, he can be juſtified by no law, neicher did God ever make 
any law to account any mans unrighteouſneſs, righteouſneſs ; L 
can call that unrighteonſneſs which the law of Works condemns, 
and God never intended by his Grace, nor Chritt never died to 
purchaſe ſuch a Fuſtificationz far be it. 

$. 11. Mr. Z. ſhewing (ome difreliſh of Mr. B. for agreeing 
with Bellaymine and the Council of Trent in the Doctrine of 1»fu- 
fon, which he faith he took up of Le Blanc, That God doth make 
men righteous by inherent Grace before he doth juſtifie them. A thing, 
that Mr. Z, muft grant according to his Principles, tho he wit 


diftinguiſh 2omine rexus only, as to the ſame thing, calling in-' 
herent Grace in reſpet of Juſtification righteouſneſs, and in re- 
ſpe& of SanQification Holineſs, according to a ſuppoſed different 
imputation. He according]y diftinguiſheth of a threefold making 

F, A man. 
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a man juſt, 1, By Converſion or Regeneration, and this Auguſtine 
and the Papifts [ he might have added Mr. B. and the Quakers. 
2. By Pardon, and this is Mr. Wotton's. Or 3. By the righteouſneſs 
of God, and this is my Fuſtification, I will call it mine. 

Reſp. As he underſtands the righteouſmeſs of God much good 
may it do him, I delire it not, I know no ſound Proteſtans will 
put in for a ſhare in his Righteouſneſs or Jnftification, nor defire 
either like his. We will let him alone to chide the Papiſts about 
infuſion of righteouſneſs, and let him clear himſelf from being a 
Papiſt in the Point of Fuſtifica1ion if he can ; let us ſee how he ac- 
quits himſelf, The Papiſts Opinion is, thit the Grace of God infuſed 
is the formal righteouſneſs that juſtifies us according t5 the law of 
works ; they of Trent thought of no other 5 bur our imperfe& Faith 
and new Obedience is 4 conformity to that which God hath made a 
condition of life by the law of Grace, and is our formal righteouſneſs 
according 20 that law, being made ſo by God when he imputes it to us 
for righteouſneſs. By the Evangelical Law this is our righteouſneſs ; 
we 41e made righteous, i. &. not guilty of the non-performance of the 
condition, according to Mr. B. 

Reſp. According to his own Quotation the Papiſts hold as My. 
B. and he, that habitual righteouſneſs is infuſed by God, fo far as 
that a man endued therewith may be accounted truly righteons ; they 
do ſuggeſt that they do not intend a perfe& righteouſneſs, but fo 
much as may admit at leafr of an acceptillation, which Mr, #Z. 
gives us to underſtand the Neonomians approve of, and Mr. Fox 
and others tell us the Notion of a New Law was long ago 
among the Papiits, and there's no doubt now our Neonomians 
have ſo briskly Trumpt up that old mnlty piece of Popery, they 
will willingly fall in Hand-and-Glove with them, and rectifie their 
flaws according to the Neomomten Edition, they will call their 
works Evangelical, and calculate them to rhe height of the new 
Law, and carry all their merics thither, ſeeing there's in all 
probability the fairelt Market, and they bear the belt Price there, 
their unrighteouſneſs will be called righteouſneſs, and his fins 
will be allowed, there is noneed of ſo many Indulgences, for one 
new-law-allowance will paſs for all. Again, do not the Papiſts 
ſpeak of the ſame Werks, Faith, Repentance, New Obedience ? 
and what if they ſay they are the meaſure of coxformity to the 
Law of Works ? do they ſav they are juſtified by them abſolate- 
ly conſidered? do they not lay for the ſake of Chriſt's Merits? 
why may not they be as well juicified by the old-law-works for the 
merits of Chriſt's righteouſneſs as our Neonomians, by a new-law- 
righteouſneſs through the merits of «Chriſt's righteouſneſs ; for ot 
the two,l had a thouſand gimes rather truſt to Jultification by an old 
law 
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law righteouſneſs through the merits of Chriſt, than to a new- 
ltaw-righteouſneſs through our own merits; for Paul} we know, 
and the old law we know, but as for the new law and the righte- 
ouſneſs thereof, we ſay, who are ye ? and what is the Evangeli- 
cal? in plain Ergliſh, it is a plain contradition to the law of 
works ; when that chargeth all the world as guilty before God, 
this new law faith fin maketh them not guilty, but is their righ- 
reouſneſs; and the Evangelical Law finds them not guilty of non 
performance of the condition. The Moral law faith, ifa man kills 
another he is guilty of non-performance of the condition, but-the 
Evaypelical faith, tho he kills a man, if he repent, and give ſome 
Alms, his killing a man makes his 6ther obedience but jimper- 
fe&, which is the true nature of the condition, and therefore he 
is not guilty of the non-performance bf the condition... ., 

S. 12. There's a myltery here which he ſaith Dr. 0. nor Mr. 
B. never gave its due conſideration, for Dr. 9. ſaith, There's an 
#mputation of 4 thing to us that is ours, and that is judging it ours, and 
dealing with us accordingly, or of a thing that is rot ours, and that is 
by donation, and dealing with us according to it made ours, our righte- 
ouſneſs cannot, bur Ckriſts righreouſneſs muſt be imputed to our Fuſti- 
fication. To which he thus anſwers, As there is an imputing 10 4 
man a thing that is bu, and a thing nor bs, ſjothere is an imputing 
to 4 perſon that which is partly his, aud partly not bis, but that which 
in the effet becomes bis by imputation, this never ſunk into the Dr's 
mind. 

Reſp. Sure the Door was a very ſhallow man, that he could 
think of the imputation of a thing that is ours, and of a thing 
not ours, and could not think of a thing partly ours, and partly 
not eurs, but the reaſon of his not mentioning 6f it was becauſe 
he did not think any man of conſiſtent Brains, would propoſe ſuch 
a Juſtification. For ſaith Mr. #. there are two things in the mat- 
ter, our Faith and God's Imputation —— Faith, Repentance and new 


"Obedience. 15s. one thing,...and having” it accepted is another. , Now 


here lies the myſtery, its the making one thing two, our new obe- 
dience 1s ours, and ſanCification, but God's Imnputation makes it 
ours for Juſtification, bur its being ours, doth not God eſteem 
and judge it ours? how comes it now ours? if God eſteem ir 
our righteouſneſs, how is it leſs ours than before ? unleſs it be in 
this manner, a man hath a Cloth Coat on, this is his, another 
calls it a Silk Coat, this is not- his' becauſe he had no Silk Coat, 
but his Cloth Coat is made a Silk Coat by another in imputing, it 
Silk 3 but he tells us, God's zmputation brings nothing wirh it (in 
the effet, 1 jay) that which was not ours, i. e. the Satisfaftion and 
Merits of Chrijf, Doth the imputation ef ours, at the ſame time 
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impute the SatisfaQion and Merits of Chriſt ? if ſo, then it doth 
bring ſomething not ours, and then we are Juftified by two righ- 
teouſneſſes, by ours and not ours; or will he have this a ſingle 
imputation, and both theſe made one, by mixture partly ours 
and partly Chriſts? for this anſwers his Notion beſt, partly his, 
and partly not hisz but he excludes Chriſt's merits from impu- 
tation again and again, ergo the imputation is only of that which 
is ours, and his Diſtintion is a Chimzra, an if Dr. 0. did not 
trouble his head with ſuch Whims his Conſideration is not to be 
blamed. But he tells us, that which is nor ours comes after impu- 
ration as an effet, the Satisfaftion and Merits of Chrift 3 but they 
become not ours by imputation, therefore one leg of his diſtri- 
bution is dropt off, for he ſaith, there's an impuration of a thing 
ours, and a thing not ours; this thing not onrs, which is Chriſt's ſa- 
tisfaftion, he ſaith is not imputed, but comes in as an effed of this 
imputation of our own righteouſneſs 3 but why muſt Chriſt's Satiſ- 
faction come in the rear ? becauſe a man muſt be juſtified firſt, 
and then Chriſt's Satisfa&tion muſt come in to mend the faults of 
his Juſtification, as a remedying righteouſneſs, the formal part of 
his Juſtification muſt be pardoned and accepted, and before his 
Juftification hath releaſed the man from condemnation and un- 
acceptableneſs to God, he muſt have the effed of his Juſtification z 
hence this imputation of ours is the cauſe of our pardon and ac- 
ceptation by Chriſt's Merits, an imputation of our immoral righ- 
teouſneſs the cauſe of a perfett But how can we have pardon 
through the Satisſaftion of Chriſt, and acceptance through his 
merits, without God's imputation of them to us? for if by the 
rules of Juſtice in the New. Law Court our righteouſneſs is im- 
puted to us, how comes it to pals that . when we come ſinners into 
the old law Court, we can there become righteous, free from con- 
demnation, and accepted by Satisfattion and Merit, and yet not 
have it imputed'to us ? this is molt extra-judicial, for a Court al- 
ways imputes that ſatisfaction and merit to the perſon diſcharg- 

ed, which is paid into Court for it: Tt were eafie to run endlefly 

upon ſhewing the grols abſurdities of this Divinityz for they 

will have the New Law to impute righteouſneſs which they ſay 

1s no righteouſneſs, and the Old Laws righteouſneſs to be good 

afld perfe&, but not imputed ;z fo that indeed, according to their 
Dottrine, the ſinner is ruin'd for want of righteouſneſs; Under the 

New Law is no righteouſnels, and under the Old Law good righ- 

teouſne(s but no imputation, with'ut which a tinner can never be 

juſtified 3 now if they would permir theſe two laws.to meet and 

agree the matter, ſomething might be done, then the New Law 

might borrow the Old Laws righteouſneſs, and the Old, the New 

Laws Imputation. CHAP, 
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Section 1. Ar. B's DiſtinGion of by and for, accord- 
ing to Bellarmine. F. 2. The Diſtin@ion conſzdered. 
S. 3. Fuſtification purchaſed by Chrift. S. 4. They 
advance not God's Grace in FuStification. Y. 5. Pa- 
Piſts traer than Neonomians 7 the Doctrine. F. 6, 
They ſay the ſame with the Papilts, and confeſs ir. 
S. 7. The Errors and Weakneſſes of their Opinions. 
F. 8. Of Adive and Paſſive Juſtification. S. 9. Of 
Condittcn and Duty. 


Sett. \ R. #, for the better eſtabliſhment of the Neonomizn 
| | Do&rine hath taken up a Uiſtintion from his 
friend Cardinal Bellarmine. The ancty ic ( ſaith Mr. Z. ) have 
denied that Faith is our formal Righteouſneſs 5 (Righ. p. 46.) the rea- 
ſon of the denial hath bin much, becauſe they have confounded the cau- 
ia per quam, & propter quam, by Faith ſaith the Scripture we are 
juſtified, by is id per quod cauſa formalis, bur Chriſts Righteouſneſs 
zs id propter quod : Let us (ee out of whoſe Shop he took this Dift- 
intion, Bellarmine (de juſt. 1ib.2.c.2.) having ftated the Queſtion. 
Whether Righteouſn:ſs inherent in us, be the formal cauſe of abſc- 
Iure Fuſtification or not ? In order to his defence of it in the Atfirma- 
tive, hath this diftin&tion, and chargeth Xemnririus wich fraudu- 
lent dealing in ftating the Queſtion, becaule he put 7 proprer quod, 
inftcad of per quam, ſaith: Jf one wil ſpeak properly, be muſt nos uſe 
the Word propter, but per, when he wil! point out the formal cauſe of 
Fuſtification. If any one ask by what doth a Man live ? By what do 
the Stars ſhine ? By whgg is te Fire hot ? It will ve anſwer'd by bis Soul, 
by the Light, by the Hear, which are the formal cauſes; bur if any as 
wherefore did th? Emperour Triumph, wherefore did the Soulliers 
fight. It will be anſwered not by giving the formal cauſe, bus the 
meritorious and final, the Souldiers fight that they may overcome, the 
E mperour triumphs becauſe he overcame ; jo Kemnitins if he bad ſpoken 
without fraud «4 p on:1ly ſrould have jaid, what is thas by which 4 
E 3 Man 
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Man is Fuſtified ; whether the Righteouſneſs given t him of God, and 
inherent through the Merits of Chriſt, or the Merits of Chriſt. from 
without him imputed ? Now Bellarmine having ſo fully acquainted 
us with the diſtinction, according to the full ſenſe of Mr, Z, I 
think it will be but loſs of Paper and Time to tranſcribe what Mr. 
H. faith of it, again and again, being but all to the ſame intenti- 
on of the Cardinal. 

8. 2. This diftintion duly conſidered is but one of the Papiſts 
ſhitts and Evaſions, for Firſt, In all juridical proceedings cauſa per 
quam eſt cauſa propter quan, for a Mans righteouſneſs is that by 
which and for which he is juſiified, and ſo his tranſgreſhon is that 
by which and reaſon wherefore he is condemned, and if meritori- 
ous righteouſneſs of a Mans own or of anothers is brought inta 
Plea and be admitted, ne is ſaid to be juſtified by it, if it be enqui- 
red how came ſuch an one to be acquitted, the Anſwer will be by 
his Innocencyz how came ſuch an one to be condemned, the An- 
ſwer will as ſoon be Þy, as for Wickednefs, all Righteouſneſs by 
which any one is Juftihed is propter quam, its that by Reaſon where- 
of he is Juſtified, why doth the New Law juftific him that hath 
performed the condition, is his Righteouſneſs the Juſtifying con- 
Gition, is not the Jultification propter conditionem, if it doth refuſe 
tro Juſtifie, becauſe the condition is not performed, then it juſtifies 
not, becauſe it is not performed ; in all conditional Covenants the 
promile is performed, by reaſon ot the performance of the conditi- 
on. 2. Again, jf this Diftin&tion were True as 2pplied, then we 
ſhould be laid to be juRified or reconciled ftill propter ſanguinem 
Chriſti, but we are faid to be juſtified by his Dearth. &y Td atuan 
gurw, <, is rendreg(*) by (') not, for, Kom. 5.9; Are reconciled to 
God, a Ts Savd » *w 1.8, By the Death of bis Sen, for dia with a 
Genitive Caſe ſignifies per, with au Acculative proprer, ver. 10. So, 
we hve Redemption, ie 7- 2:4407(F , SO, Coloſ. I. 14. 20, Is ren- 
dared through, but they that rave knowledge of. the prepotitions 
know by or rhrough ate the jame, when a thing is done by, its done 
through, See, Atts 20, 28. the Church of Gud which he hath pur- 
Chaled, a 7% ids wer WL , {0 that its evident that the diftineti- 
6n will ngt hold ro make Evangelick Obedience cauſa per quam, and 
Chrifts Obedience propter quam, becauſe Chriſts Obedience is ſaid 
to be per quam, when it 1s intended thereby to be the very 
righteouſne $ unto Juſinhation, ego, per guam and propter quam 
a:e of the: ſatine import in q juridical fences but that which 
gur Nronomans and Papiſls aim at 1s an immediate and medi- 
are riznteouinels, that we are juſtified by one as immediate 
tor the !ak2 of Cliaft's the mediates Fr ba 


& 3+ 


Df the Fozmal Caffſe of Julfification, 55 


$. 23. The Papiſts by this diſtintion would mate way for 4 
double righteouſneſs in our Fuſtification 5 for the Council of Trent 
doth anathemarize thoſe that ſay, a man w juſtified only by rhe im 
puration of the righteouſneſs of Chriſt, or only by remisſion of fins, with- 
out inherent Grace and Charity. To this purpoſe our Neoomen 
Mr. Cl. p. 35. That the merit of Chriſt's Death and Sufferings {| he 
excluding his active obcdience ] bath purchaſed this priviledge for 
us amorg others, that ſincere faith ſhould be accounted for righteouſ- 
neſs, and that God will account us righteous if we be poſſeft theresf. 

Reſp, 1n buth theſe we ſee Chriſt's righteouſnels is made the 
proprter quam, and our own the per quam, Chrift's the meritor:- 
ous of our Juſtification by our own righteouſneſs, whereby rhe 
aſcribing any cſlential cauſality to Chriſt's righreoulſnels is out 
of doors: For 

1, The Juſtification by our own (*)is entire 1n all eſſential cauſes 
without Chriſt's; for our righteouſneſs imputed muſt be the 
material as well as the formal part of our Juſtification. 

2. It muſt be ficſt imputed and we juſtified by ic, for they 
make not only the Condition but the Imputation thereof, and 
Juſtification thereby (') to be conditicnal of our pardon and ac- 
ceptance by Chritft's Righreouſnels. 

3- The very righteouſnels of our own is imputed, not Chriſts 
Righteouſneſs at all, only the effettsz; cauſe and effetts are 
oppoſite, therefore- if the effetts only, then nut the righteouſneſs 
it (elf, 

4. To ſay that Chriſt purchaſed Juſtification by our own righte- 
ouſnels, is but to make Chriſt ſuch a remote caulc of Juſtifica- 
tion. as Election is. Now to talk that the condition by 
which we are juſtified is a formal cauſe, and yet to be no cauſe, 
is non-ſence, for a formal caule, altho ic he ſme qua 0, and ſo is 
every cauſe, yet the fuur immecliate caulcs are not only {o, and 
this ditiaguiſheth them as proprer immediate cauſes, whoſe vs 
eaters the effe&, when cauſa ſine qua #0, as to the effect, is only 
untecedent, or cauſa cauſee, and enters not rhe effect ſpoken of, 

But Mr. #, faith, its 4 cauſe as well as @ condition, it is both, 
if ww: made our works 10 juſtifie us ſub genere cauſe cificientis, 
procataret- and ſo the meritorious cauſe, it were to bring our works 
into the office of Chriſl's Righteouſneſs, and derogate from Grace. * 

ReJp. So they do notwithſtanding all they fay, for if they thruſt 
out Chriſt's Righteauſneſs from aay ef{cntial pare of our Juſtifi- 
cation, as they do, not allowing it materiality or formality there- 
in, they put our own Works inco Chrift's Office ; and nothing 
can he more derogatory to the Grace of God ; they ſay, they make 
ir mpdus effictentis, cauſa procatarchtica, an external motive to the 

E 4 etfcient, 
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efficient z the effe&t then in that reſpe& falls on the efficient, 
bur the effe&t of the efficient is another thing : Suppoting God 
juſtifies as Judge, Chriſt's Righteouſneſs by way of Merit falls 
upon him, and procures of him that he takes our righteouſneſs in 
payment, We may ule this Similitude, a Man is proſecuted be- 
fore a Judge for an hundred Pounds, a Friend of the Defendant 
tampers with the Jury anq Judge, and procures of them that the 
Debtor pay but 10 /. I pray, whether 1s he juſtified by paying 
the 10 /, in Court, or by that which the Judge and Jury received, 
which is not brought in Plea at all ? fo that all meritorious righ- 
rcouſneſs is brought in Plea coram Fudice, and accordingly being 
imputed or not, Judgment paſſeth. The Righteouſneſs of Chrilc, 
whatever it may purchale vut of the Court of the New Law, its 
not allowed there as a Plea, and is never, nay cannot be imput- 
cd (theſe men ſay) thouugh pleaded, theretore no Juſtification 
ciercby, for no man is jultified ity, bur by what is impu- 
ted. , 

8 4. But when we make it the formal cauſe only ( of our paſſroe 
Fuſtification) we do nothirg therevy bur aJuance God's Grace and 
Chriſt's Merits, as kaving obtained for us, not only that God ſhould 
require of us no otþ'r condition but our Faith or inchoate Rightcouſ. 
meſs unto life, but alſo that he ſhould corftiture by kis New Law this 
condition performed to be our righteouſneſs, in the room of that perfe# 
one required of the old. p. 47. of right. | 

Reſp. Note, 1. They do ſomething bel:des advancing the Grace 
of God, becan'e it makes Juſcifncation dre ro us upon Debt, for 
he that hath a formal right-oufaels ot his own legally imputed ty 
him, he may demand Juſcificatiun as due to him by the law it 
ſelf, and this is nor to advance Grace, but contrary, if the Apo- 
ſcle ſpeak ſence, Rom. 4. 

2. It is not an advance of Chriſt's Merits, for it caſts it out of 
Imputarion and Juſtification, and makes it buta cauſz fine quanon, 
it caſts them out of the cf{ential cauſes, and it makes them but an 
adjuvant cauſe, or con-cauſe, 4 C-ordinate (according to Mr. #7.) 
ic makes not Chriit's Merits the only righteouſneſs 3 it makes our 
own rizhteouinels the inchoate and foundation righteouſneſs, 
the Corner Stone of vur Juſtification z and whereas the Scriptures 
make Ch-iſt's, it makes Chrilt's Righteouinels but ro belong to 
another law, whereby they ſay we are not juſtified and our own 
ro that which juſtifies, and the only juſtifying righteouſneſs of the 
new laws it mares Chriſt's Righteouſneſs and our Pardon by it, 
fo be a conequent of Juſtification by our own, and that without 
imputation chercof extra-jidicial, but our own very righteouſ- 
4c TO DC AMPUTCH TO Bs 3 IT MaKcs That T3zhteouſnels within its 
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ſelf and own nature,(ſaith Mr.Z7. again and again) to be righteouf- 
nels legal for our Juſtification, and reje&s Chriſt's perfett Right- 
evuſnels as to Imputation and Juſtification, which is contrary to 
the Holineſs and Juſtice of God. 

3. He makes the Grace of Goed to confift in conftituting a Law 
for Juſtification, which is but part of diftributive Juftice, the cx- 
erciſe of a Legiſlative Power, and not of Grace to Sinners. 

4. The conftitution of this inchosre righteouſneſs is harder 
terms than the conftitucion of the rightevuſneſs of the Cove» 
nant of Works, for Reaſons before given. 

5. We lee what their meaniug is of Chriſt's Merits, its only 
that he purchaſed a new Law, and we ſee what is the Neonomian 
Commutration that they have of late made ſuch a ftir ahuut, they 
are for a Commutation 3 what's that 2 its a commutation of our 
righceouſnefs, z.e. bringing into the room of the righteouſneſs 
of the law (z. e. Chriſt's) in Juftifiation, they deny it in Dr. 
C's ſence, 2. e. that our fins were imputed to Chrift, and his 
Righteouſneſs to us; for they expreſly deny both the one and the 
other. 

$. 5, Mr. #. Soas Adam, if he bad perfet1y obeyed, bis obedi- 
ence had been bis formal righteouſneſs in regard of the law. - 

Reſp. His Obedience had bin his material Righteouſneſs, and 
this imputed to Juftificatien had bin his Righteovſneſs clothed 
with the Form and End, and unleſs we have a material and for- 
mal righteouſneſs in regard to the ſame law, we can never be ju- 
ſtified, So #s this ours in regard t0 the Goſpel. Reſp. The Goſpel 
is not a new Law, neither doth it allow our own righteouſneſs, 
for any in our Juſtification z and is therefore Goſpel, becauſe it 
doth not, He tells us, both Proteſtant aud Papiſt are both out in 
ſaying the | aw is the rule of that Righteouſneſs which both ſay 3s the 
formal reaſon of their Fuſtification, | 

Reſp. It is the Neonomians are out, and worle than the Papiſts 
in this Point, in that they will bring any other rule of Righteouſ- 
neſs for Juſtification, the Law of Works is only zorma officis £5 
judicii for Righteouſneſs and Juſtification. They are both out, for 
the Papiſts ſpeaks for inherent Grace, and his Works, ſo as be would 
have them meritorious, and perfet (pleading for Merit and Perfeftion) 
but can never bring them ro anſwer the law, bus muſt ſtill pray for» 
give us our treſpaſſes. 

Keſp. The Papiſts are righter and more rational here than Neo- 
nomians, if they differ from them in Merit, they ought not, and 
Mr. B. afferts it in his End of Controverſies; but whereever the 
performance of the condition of a law requires Juftification by 
the law, there is Merit and muſt be ; for ſuch a Performer de- 
lerves 
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ſerves and merits Juſtification, and the remuneration thereof as 
much as Adam's ftanding and performing the condition of the 
Law of Works, had merited Juſtification thereby. Likewiſe, as 
to Perfettion they areright, for that is a man's PerfeC&ion which 
the Law makes ſo, and juſtifies a man by, the Law matters not 
what other laws make perfe&t performance; the Old Law is no 
rule to the New Law, that's a man's Perfection which the Law 
that juftifies him ſaith is the performance -of the condition. Mr. 
H, quotes Mr. B. for ſaying, th: New Law acquits a man from 
non-performance of the condition; anq4 what need ſuch an one 
pray for Pardon any more than they that ſay, they are juſtified 
in ChriRt's Righteouſneſs (the great Cry they make againſt [ufti- 
fication in Chriſt's Righteouſneſs, - what need ſuch an one pray 
for Pardon ?) for if their Juſtification in and by their own righte- 
ouſneſs, be not as perfect diſcharging from guilt by Pardon, as 
ours is in Chriſt's Righteouſneſs, its not worth a Fig, we delire 
no ſuch rrifling Juftifications. 

$. 6. The Proteftants on the other fide plead for Chriſt's ripbte- 
ouſneſs which arſwers the Rule z but this being without us (though tt 
be upon the account thereof ) id propter quod, or cujus merito, we 
are juſtified 5 the Papifts ſay ſtiffly it can never b: made formally 
ours, ſo as to be propter quod we ave juſtified, i'd 1 muſt ſay the 
Same, for the Truth is Truth, | 

Keſp. Here you have Mr. #. plainly confefling himſelfa Papiſt 
in the Point of Juſtification, and hence its no wrong to kim fo ſay 
he is a Papiſt upon his own Confetfion, and the truth is the *rvch. 
He faith with the Papiſts, that this being without us carrot ve tne 


purzed; can nothing but what is perſonally done by vs be tmpurcd 
tons? I find no Proof that he makes any whe” har ong man's 
righteouſneſs cannot be impntcd to another, and thorn jt 3s only 
becaule It is without vs 5; Whit is more common t 1:2: Sureties 


to pay the Debts of infolvent FUerivas ? and that Chriſt made 
Payment and Satisfaction for Sinners is mo!t plain from Scriptures, 
though theſe men will deny that the Scripture faith any thing 
thereof, which denial will be tried ty us whether there 1: ay 
weight init? There are two great Points to be cleared ia this 
Controverhe : | 

1. Whether the Scripture excludes all inherent righteouſneſs 
from the Juftification of q Sinner before God ? 

2. Whether the Righteouſneſs of Chrift be imputed to a Sin- 
ner for his Juſtification before God ? Theſe Queftions ſhall be 
maintained by us in the Affirmative, God willing, in their due 
place. | 

$& 7. Whereas Hr, 'Z. Prides himſeif exceedingly in the 
fingue 
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ſingwarity of his Notion of our Righteouſneſs bejng the formal 
cauſe of our Juſtification, any one may ſee it in Cardinal Bellar- 


mine and F. Goodwyn, from both whom its eaſie to ſhew how the: 


Neonomians have taken up their Do&trine 3 as for the Notion it 
ſelf it labours under many weakneſſes. 

I, That Righteouſnefs in it (elf is not the formal but the ma- 
terial reaſon of Juſtification, that which induceth the form is a 
legal Imputationz for if a man be never ſo innocent and righte- 
ous, if the Court do not impute him ſo, he ſhall not be juftified, 
and if a man be never ſo unrighteous, if the Court impute righte- 
ouſneſs to him, he ſhall be juftified z ſoits here, Imputation is the 
legal form of Juſtification, and righteouſneſs is bur the material 
only. 

2, He makes a formal reaſon witfout material; for if our own 
righteouſneſs be the formal reaſon where's the material ? he 
will not make Chriſt's Merits the material; for he brings in them 
ſub penere cauſe efficientts, beſides he cannor, for it would be very 
abſurd to place rhe matter in .one ſubje&t, and the form in ano- 
ther, therefore his formal reaſon is immaterial, and its indeed 
bur an imagenary Chymzra, both his New Law and his Formal 
Righteouſneſs. 

2- Our Righteouſneſs if it be the fermal reaſon of our Jufti- 
fication, its ſuch as per quam homo juſtus eſt, and that is in law al- 
ways proprer quod, for no law juſtifies any one z but becauſe he is 
righteous, his righteouſneſs muit conſtitute him juft, and the law 
efteeming him ſo, he is juſtified as legally meritorious thereof : 
the noiſe Mr. B. F. G. and others make of the diſtin{tion between 
conſtitutive and declarative Juſtification, is Popiſh, and hath no- 
thing init 3 conftitutive Juſtification is no more than Imputa- 
tion, it is that which in law conftitutes any one juft and meri» 
torious of declarative Juſtification, 

$. 8, Mr. #. makes a diftinftion of Juftification, that its 
ative and paſſive, whereas Juftification is but one, and it doth 
not conſtitute properly a phyſical effe&t, but a legal relation, it 
doth neither find nor make any ſinner inherently righteous ( for 
Juſtification of a righteous perſon finds him inherently ſo, this 
Juſtification we ſpeak not of ) but Mr. #. will have a paſhve 
Juſtification upon this account, becauſe it finds the finner righte- 
ous inherently; he faith indeed, the infuſion of this preceeding 
righteouſneſs is not his Fuſtification, according 10 the Papiſts, but his 
Fultification is for the righteouſneſs which it finds infuſed, and ſo its 
the formal cauſe of Fuſtification's He might with much better rea- 
ſon ſay, that SanCification is dbu le, ative ſanifying, and pal- 

five ſanified z but where there isthe cauſe working, there _ 
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cffe& wrought, and the juſtified is but the effe&t, and conftitutes 


no diftintt Ipecies of it. But we ſay, the Grace of Juftification : 


of a Sinner, proceeding from Grace, is wholly in and from God, 
and hath no cauſe in a Sinner material or formal, nor is there any 
cauſe external of that Grace, the moving caule only is the good 
will and pleaſure of God ; 42 zs gracious ro whom be will; graciouſl- 
neſs, pardoning Iniquity is only from his Grace and for the glory of 
his Grace, which cannot be in the Juſtification of a righteous per- 
ſon, but becauſe, not fimply Grace, but alſo Juſtice ſhall de glori- 
Hed in a finner's juſtification, and God in his pardon, will not clear 
the guilty, he hatch graciouſly provided and beftowed on the 1inner 


a righteouſneſs accepred by the Law, and imputed to him, that he. 


may appear therciu juſt, ane fo jaft in adminiftration of righteouſ- 
neſs as not'to infringe his Juſtice in the leaft,but to the higheft ho- 
nor of the Law ftanding in its full force againſt the fianer, with- 
out the leaſt Relaxation. This is done quite contrary to the Neo- 
nomian Doderine z therefore Gods Juſtification falling upon a 
Sinner, makes aGtually a correlate to Gods juſtifying, and faith is 
no more than the Sinners reception of this Grace z no part of rhat 
righteouſneſs by which faith or for which the Sinner is juftified, 
neither is it a grain of that righteouſneſ which is imputed to him. 
S. 9. Mr. A, allo hath another diſtinftion between condition 
a14 duty, which I will not Ray upon becaule its frivolons and it 1s 
becaute he will have the duties of the Law to be performed by 
us, tho we be not juſtified by them, he inlifts upon a Relaxation 
of the old Law but nota total Abolition, Mr. Bax. Opinion is 
That its abrogated as much as the Ceremonial Law, wherein both 
penalty and duty is taken away, and indeed Mr. B. is in tne right 
according to his notion, for the introduttion of a New Law in the 
Ttoom of ir and for the ends that the old Law was eſtabliſhr is cer- 
tainly the nulling of the ſaid old Law, but how then can Mr. B. be 
fecured from a juft charge of Aninonzan viz. that moral duties 
are not required of us, which is. more Antinomian than I ever ſaw 
ia any he chargeth with it, he hath one poor ſhitt, which is that 
the duties of the old-Law are taken or ſpung=d up in the conditi- 
ons of ths New z« but however the broken pieces are pickt up, the 
Law ir lelf is gore, and there's no tranſgreſhon upon that account, 
Mr. 22. faith che Law's only relaxed but his relaxation is no bet- 
ter than a Ciack in the middle of a Glaſs and heart of it 3 and he 
hath not told us how far this relaxation goes, and every man will 
be ready to plead for his own fin that the Law in that reſpett is 
relaxt. But he would have us believe, that the moral duties ftill 
remain, how relaxt or nut ? it relaxt then ar leaft to an indiffe- 
rency,2 Mai inay do them or not without any tin ; but he ſairh they 
are 
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\ are re-eſtabliſhed in the New-Law, if ſo they are re-eftabliſhed 


without the Relaxation and then the New-Law is as ftrilt as the 
Old, or with the relaxation, --and- then all duties are required 
with abatement as to quality and quantity, with an allowance of 
ſin, onr poſſe or velle, and what is more Antinomianiſm? But, 
ſaith he, the Conditions are not Duties, It was never affirmed 
by men of reaſon, that the Condition of a Law is net a Duty 3 
for that which is required of us upon pain of puniſhment is al- 
ways a Duty, and to the Condition of the New-Law the higheſt, 
becanſe it hath the Santion of a Law of the Higheft, he that 
continueth not in all things by way of performance that it re- 
quireth is curſed by it, if it be but imperfe& obedience ; it 
ſaith, he that continueth not in imperfe& obedience is curſed 
by it, therefore when the Saints come to Heaven, and fall in- 
to perfe&t obedience they fall under the Curſe of the new law, 
or elſe its out of doors before they come there, or the laſt 
day, and the World can'c be judged by it. Laftly, What are 
the conditions of imperfe&t obedience ? are they not Duties 
of Righteouſneſs by the performance whereof Mr, Z. will 
have us juſtified ? Yes, this cannot be denied, but the diftin- 
tion will hold with a quaterus, as they refer to the abſulute, 
relaxed Laws they are Duties, 7. e. as they reſpe& no Law, 
or a lawleſs Law 5 and as they refer to the New Law they 
are Conditions and are not Duties, Hence its no Duty to per- 
form the Conditions of the New Law for Juftification thereby, 
and this is the Truth which we ſtand by, though infer'd 
truly from Mr. #'s Logick and Divinity. | 
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CHAP. IX. 


An Anſwer to Mr. Hs Arguments againff Jm- 
putation of Chiiſts Righteouſaeſs. 


Seftion 1. Arguments Artificial or Tnartificial. FS. 2. 
His Firſt Argument againſt the Imputation of Chriſt's 
Righteouſneſs anſwered, Y. 3. His Second Argument 
Anſwered. Y. 4. His Third Argument Anſwered. 
F. 5. Mr. W's Argument for Faith and Obedience, 
being the formal part of Juſtification, Firſ Anſwer. 
&. 6. The Aſſumption by parts. FS. 7. Argument the 
Second Anſwered. Y. 8. Mr. A's Third Argument 
Anſwered, with his Fourth Argument. S. 9, Of Con- 
ſtitutive Juſtification. | 


SeQ. 1.N, [Ow it is time to come to Examine the grounds of 

Mr. Z. and Mr. C's Doarine, in this Point of Jufti- 
fication. And Firſt, 1 ſhall treat of them that are the reaſoning 
Arguments, Artificial as called in Logick, the weakeſt in Divi- 
nity, and then thoſe that are pretended from Scripture, which 
in Logick are called inartificial, but if grounded upon Divine Tefti- 
mony, the beft and ftrongeft. | 

$. 2. Againft the Imputation of Chriſts Righteouſneſs, he ar- 
gues thus. How can God account our Sins to be Chriſts and his Righ- 
reouſneſs ours when really they are not fo, and Gods Fudgment is accord- 
i"g 10 Truth, 

Keſp. this is uſed again and again by Mr, B, to which I ſhal) 
Anfwer,1.By retorting the Medium and not ſo tedious to put it in- 
to any other form, how can God account our own New Law righte- 
vuſneſs to be juſtifying righteouſneſs, when in its own nature its 
no righteouſneſs (Mr. #. ſaith ſo over and over) and Gods judg- 
ment 1s according to Truth, now ſee the honeſty of theſe Men, 
God muſt not make a Judgment according to Truth in imputing 
Chrifts perfett righteouſneſs to us, becauſe it was not perſonally 
performed by us, and imputing our Sins to Chrift, becauſe they 
were not aCtually committed by him, and yet God makes a judg- 
ment 
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ment according to Truth, in imputing our own paultry ſinful righ- 
teouſneſs to us tor our righteouſneſs, when they themſelves ſay its 
really no righteouſneſs. 2, Is not his righteouſneſs ours? The 
Scripture {aith it is, and our-Sins made hisz they ſay it doth 
not, that we will try, God willing, but for the preſent we 
ask what if God give us this Righteouſneſs? What is freer 
than Gift ? and what makes a better propriety than Free Gift ? 
Is not Gods Judgment according to Truth, when he imputes that 
to us which he hath given? rs the Gift of Righteouſneſs, Rom. 5. 
E. gr. A poor debtor is ſued in Court for an 1001. and upon 
Trial he is found inſolvent, and Verdi&t is going to be given 
againft him,the Judge throws him a Bag of 100l.in Court and bids 
him pay the debt, ſhall not the Court impute this to him a law- 
ful Payment, and give him a diſcharge, and is not the Judgment 
according to Truth ? on the other hand another hath the like Try- 
al, but is-found inſolvent, the Judge or ſome other gives him a 
Bag of Counters, and bids him to pay his Creditor, he refuſeth 
the Money, faith its Braſs z well faith the Judge we will imputeit 
to him for a lawtul tender and good Payment, we will make that 
which is no righteouſneſs by our imputation to be a legal righteouſ- 
neſs, ſo the Creditor may take the Bags of Counters and go ſhake 
his Ears,we call it good Moneyznow I appeal to theſe Men whether 
this be a. Judgment according to Truth?And let them weigh it well 
and make application thereof, and if they can't make a rational 
reply, let them lay their Hands on their Mouth, and hold their 
peace for ever hereafter. 

S. 3- Aſecond great Argument taken from Mr. B. is, That if it 
be ſo that Chriſts righteouſneſs is imputed 10 us for Fuſtification, then 
ſhould the Elett be inmmediately freed from puniſhment, and immediately 
juſtified before they believed and repented, for no Terms could be Impo- 
ſed on them in order to their Fuſtification and Glory, if they be ac- 
counted already to have fulfilled the Law of Chriſt, And this is one 
(as he ſaith) of the Antinomian conſequences. 

Rejp. Let it be ſo, we ſay ther. Firſt, If it be an Antinomian con- 
ſejuence, what is the reaicn Mr. B, and Mr. #. are ſuch Antins- 
mans, to ſay all the World are pardoned hefore Faith and Repen- 
tance, yea, whether they helieve or no 2 Why doth Mr. B. afſert 
two Juſtifications before Faith? 2,We reckon it no Antizomtaniſm to 
ſay, that Election perteGily freed the Ele& from coming under the 
execution of the Vindidtive Wrath of God and Curſe of the Law : 
Why elſe ſhould the Scripture ſay, mho ſhall lay any thing to the 
charge of Sods Ele ? and whereas it may be ſaid before Conver- 
fon, the Law will charge, for they are under the Law, its replied, 
iis Chriſt that died, yea rather 1s viſtn, having fully ſatisfied the 
Liw 
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Law ef God, that they ſhall not fall under the Execution of the 
Curſe of it, and they are ſecured before God both by Elettion and 
Redemprion, or. elſe Chriſt died and roſe again in vain ; and as 
they have this ſecurity, ſo they have an immediate right in Chrift 
tone Life of Grace and Glory 5 They want the application and 
the receiving of this righteouſneſs, and a poſſcſſion thereot, which 
YECeption 1S by Faith that is not their own, but purchaſed and giv- 
en by Chrift z which was never purchaſed and given for their 
righteouſneſs, but as an Organ of Spiritual Life, whereby a Man 
created in Chrift Jeſus may be ſenſible, and have the comfort of 
what 1s freely given to him of God ;; for by Faith a Man takes 1» 
the Peace which Chrift hath made, and hath acceſs into the jufti- 
*ying Grace of God wherein he ſtands, and therefore comes rrom 
under the Law in his own Conſcience, and rejoiceth in the hope 
of the glory of God. 3. As for impoſing of Terms, its Idle, to 
think that Chrift ſhould do what he did for Sinners in his Prieftly 
Othice, their Juſtification, and Salvation, and then to impoſe an 
impoſſibility upon them, without the performance of which all 
that he hath done ſhould be nothing to them; and do Men talk 
Sence when they talk of impoſing Terms upon Sinners for Eternal 
Life, the Terms thould be put upon them co be performed before 
they have Spiritual Life in their meer natural Eftate, and then to 
make their notion to ſtand on its right bottom 3 they muſt be Pe- 
lagiars, its Eternal Life that is begun in Juſtification applied to 
the Believer and his Perſon by the Spirit, and its received Vitally 
and Senfibly by Faith, when the Sinner is made a live by the San- 
Qifying work of the Spirit, his Life of Faith is part of the Eternal 
Life purchaſed : Can any Terms of Life be impoſed on a dead 
Man, what Terms were impoſed upon Lax2rus ; if the roling away 
the Grave-Stone was the Term, it was not impoſed on him, it 
was on them that ftood about the Grave, if they ſay God will 
give theſe Terms,as they muſt fay to ſave themſelves from Pelagia- 
niſm, then the Term lies upon God, and its Idle to ſay they are 
impoſed upon incapable Subjetts, neither is that Impoſed upon me 
as a Term that cannot be expected from me, unleſs by the donati- 
on of another, by any rational Man. 4. The clauſe folluws not 
according to Mr. #.'s Principles, who faith Chriſt fatisfied the 
Law (tho I know what the Neonomzans talk of, they intend no true 
fatisfaQion ) did Chrift ſatis fie the Law in what Sence they will ? 
Was it for himſelf or for us ? if for himſelf, then he offended it, 
this they will not ſay, then for us 3 if for us, our Offence was taken 
of before God, thereby God was in him by reaſon of his ſatisfaCti- 
on not imputing our Treſpaſles z how can it be otherwiſe but we 
muſt be accounted by God to have fulfilled the Law in _—_ 
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Gods judgment be according to Truth, and why may not this ſa- 
tisfation be, and our fulfilling in Chriſt be before we had a being 
in the World ? this was aQuually performed. for the Saints before 
his coming, long after moſt of them were dead,. why not for thoſe 
that are to come before they: have life ? and why may they. not be 
called to a fellowſhip with-Chrift, and participation of the righte- 
ouſneſs of Chriſt in Satisfa&ion by Faith ?: when the day of their 
Regeneration comes. ' This is the dangerous Dottrine that theſe 
poor blind men are o afraid of. 

8. 4+ There is another Argument of Mr. #'s. which he takes 
to be Herculean, and admires, and it looks as if it were out of his 
own Forge and he chargeth Mr.Z. to hearken to it. Animadv. p.67. 
There # nothing can be imputed to us, but either that which we have 
not, and then it i that we may have it, that us, to have it made ours, 
or reputed as 0urs, | Þ 

Reſp. There is nothing can be imputed.to a Sinner for righte- 
ouſneſs but that which he. hath not firſt, but is given (fo ſaith 
Mr. #. ) and here's the difference, he faith, inherent Grace i3 
given for righteouſneſs, we ſay, the obedience of Chriſt is given 
for our righteouſneſs, which the Scripture ſaith 3 now it is given 
that it may be imputed ours legally, and its imputed that we may 
be juſtifledz it is not imputed that we may have it, but becauſe 
we have it it is imputed z Mr. #. herein goes againit himſelf, 

Or elſe if we bave it, it muſt be imputed to ſome other end than 10 
bave it, Anſw. Yes, its imputed legally that we may be juſtifi- 
ed ; we have it by gift, prius nature, by , gift of Grace, for we- 
muſt have the righteouſneſs before the Law. can judge we have 
it, becauſe legal Judgmentis according to/.Truth. Mr. #'s Ju- 
ſtification runs thus far, that we muſt have a righteouſneſs be- 
fore it is imputed, nay, and he faith its by Gift too. Now if 
Chriſt did obey or ſuffer in our perſons, or as our legal perſon, fo as 
in law ſence we have, and are accounted to. bave obey:d and ſuffered 
in bim, then can bis righteouſneſs (conſiſting of his Obedience and Suf- 
ferings ) be neither imputed 10 us that we may have it, or be made 
ours, or reckoned to us as ours, ſeeing we have it already ;, is # ours, 
it ts reckoned as ours, in thas it was performed in our perſons z nor can 
it be imputed to us to any other end, or tbirg, but ad juftitiam, which 
is ro the ſame end, and for the ſame thing, and can be no other, 

Reſp. Mr. #. thinks this Argument irrefrigable, and that it 
will carry all before it, but poor men (as moft oppoſlers of cruth) 
have the unhappineſs to (mite with the backs of their Swords, 
and cut themſelves with the edge. Mr. #; argues, if we have 
Chriſt's righteouſneſs, we cannot have it by Imputatiun. 

We do not ſay we have it by impurtation any other than a le- 
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gal allowance that we have it, having it 1s. antecedent-td the le* 
gal allowance, it is not 'ſo-in their Principles:? we have our own 
righteouſneſs before it is imputed to us. Bur if in a law-ſence we are 
accounted to have obeyed and ſuffered. in Chriſt, then his righte- 
ouſneſs cannot be imputed unto us, cujus corrarium verum;.. yea, 
therefore its imputed unto us, for one man's payment! t5 not reck- 
oned and imputed to another, unleſs the payment be made in his- 
perſon in a law-ſence ; it is ours, and -reckoned as'ours in 'that it 
was performed in our perſons,: he ſaith, therefore as ſuch it is 
reckoned ahd tmputed to us, nor can'it be imputed to us for any 
other end than for ripbreouſmeſs, We ſay.rand you ſay. | 

&. 5. Mr. #'s Arguments for Faith aad Obedience being the 
Formal Cauſe of our Juftification, we ſhall examine 'in the next 
place, they are, as Mr. CL. hath gathered them up, Þy the conſent 
of all Divines, That righteouſneſs which denominates us righteous in 
the ſight of God, muſt be the form or:formal part of our Fuſtification 
But neither Regeneration, nor Chriſt's Righteouſnefs, nor Pardon is 
that 'which infiifies per modum cauſz formalis, and therefore it muſt be 
Faith. Reſp. 1. He ſhould have added #mpured, to the things enumes= 
rated in the'minor z for he ſaith to Mr. C. he means ſo. 2. If he doth 
mean (o, he putteth the material. and formal cauſe together, and 
therefore I ſhall deny his Minor unqer the term of eſſential cauſes, 
which takes in his formal :'As to the mejor 1 except,that all the Di- 
vinesdo not hold that righteouſnefs that denominates us righteous 
before God-is the formal cauſe, but infiſcon the mirors denial, that 
the righteouſneſs of Chriſtdoth not denominate us righteous before 
God,for ſo ſhould the aſſumption be z the Sylogiſm as it ſtands is falle, 
having one-medium- in Major,another inthe-Mimer.Dare Mr.#.be ſo 
ſcandalousas to ſpeak out his Mizor as he ought by his Mediam,That 
Chriſt's Righteouſneſs doth not denominate us -righteous in 
the ſight of God, its plain that he ſhifis it-off by a wrong Afump- 
tion, and according to that faulc makes his-Rroof, And I only 
ſay, that there's no rightevuſneſs can denominate us righteous in 
the fight of God, but what's fully fatisfattory to the Law that con- 
demns us 3 but there's no righteouſneſs fully ſati-fattory to 'the 
Law that condemn3 us, but Chriſt's, let Mr. #7. thew any other if 
he -can;; and as for the righteouſneſs of the New Law which -he 
pleads for, he acknowiedgeth that its no righteouſneſs in its own 
nature, that it needs Pardon at the Bar of ' the Old Law, and 
therefore it cannot -denominate us righteous in the fight of 
God. 
$. 6. He proceeds to prove his falſe Aſſumption by parts, 
1. That Chriſt's righteouſneſs is not that 6. 7790 gs whereby 
we are denominated righteous in the tight of God ; -why ? wr 
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cauſe ſaith he, it is the meritorious caſe: I anſwer, therefore it 
is, for no rizhteouſneſs makes any one righteous coram Fudzce, but 
a meritorions righteouſneſs, not regenerating grace; ſee how he 
ſhifts, he ſaid in his Minor, not regeneration, t. &. inherent renova- 
zion 3 which he all along afferts for our juſtifying righteouſneſs 3 
and now he has brought it to the attive infuſion of Grace, as he 
quibbles with the Papifts, and why not Regenerating Grace ? be- 
cauſe that muſt precede Juſtification, and muft not the righteouſ- 
neſs precede the Juftification by his own Dottrine ? and doth not 
the formalss ratis precede the eff<-& ; but what doth regenerating 
Grace preceed ? Is 1t not regeneration it ſelf, it being the working 
cauſe of it, but as for the Grace-of regeneration wrought, that's 
the very rightz2uſneſs which he means, and yet faith in his 4f= 
ſumption nor regeneration, this is but juggling, it is not plain deal- 
ing, He goes on, nut pardon for that comes after it, Mr, #. faith 
ſo 1 know no better authority for it, and I will believe it ad Gre- 
cas ealendas, I have ſtewed the abſurdity and folly of it, yea, and 
of his pardon preceeding Juftification. Ard if none of theſe be the 
formal cauſe, 1. e. the Eſſential cauſes denominating us Righteous in 
Gods ſight, it muſt be ſomethivg elſe : Whar's that ? The righte- 
ouſneſs of Gad revealed in the Goſpel, 7. e. Faith and Obedience. 
Mr. C1. ſaith ſomething elſe. Imputation, its that which is the 
form, one eſſential cauſe, in this they differ, but as to the matter 
they agree ; that Faith and imperfett Obedience, is the righte- 
ouſneſs whereby we are denominated righteous in the fight of 
God, and is not the Grace of regeneration inherent z whether 
Faith be the righteouſneſs of Gud, (hall be examined anon by its 
ſelf, becauſe Mr. Z. puts ſo much ſtreſs upon it; | 
S. 7. Arg. 2. Adam if be had perfeQ1y obeyed, bis Obedience had 
been his formal Righteouſn?(s in regard to the Law, ſo is this ours in. 
regard to the Goſpel. Again, works were the formal righteouſneſs in 
regard to the Law, therefore Faith is the formal righteouſneſs of Fufti- 
fication by the Goſpel. And two things go to this formal Righteouſneſs, 
Faith and the imputation of it. | 
Reſp. It ſeems Mr. #. underſtands formal cauſe, matter form- 
ed, and that is an effe& nor a caule, the materia formate, is the 
formal cauſeg 1 mult tell him his Notion is neither Divinity nor 
Logick. 2. What conſequence is there in this Argument, works: 
were the formal cauſe of Juſtification as to the Law of Warks, 
therefore works muft be the formal cauſe in relatien to the Gof- 
pel, it follows not but vice verſe, and if the conſequence be true, 
then there's no formal difference between Law and Goſpel. 3. 
Hereby he yields that New Law conditions, are Old Law works, 
and confequently his Goſpel is no Goſpel, but a Law of _ 
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which is contrary to Scripture, and accordingly Mr. C1. ſaith, | 
Goſpel works muſt merit the reward, as works ſhould have done 
in Adams Covenant z Mr. #*s reply is ſo weak, that its not worth 
taking Notice of. ©IV 

CG. 3- Argum. 1. Fuſtification bath a form, and that muſt be ſome 
righteouſneſs. Reſp. It may have a form, and yet Righteouſneſs 
be the matter. What righteouſneſs is it whereby we are jufti- 
fied ? Ianſwer againſt Mr. C1. and him, that its no righteouſneſs 
inherent in the juftification of a ſinner ; He ſaith, its mor regene- 
7ating grace infuſed, but imputed. Anſwer. What makes the dif- 
ference then between Sanification and Juftification ? its nothing 
but the divers reſpett in Mr. 's. Divinity,and wherein lies that re- 
ſpe&,is it not in impuration ? and this Logick he yields in his Notes, 

Argument 4. Divines generally fix it upon ſome righteouſneſs. 

Reſp. 1f ſome Divines ſpeak wy res it doth not juſti- 
fie Mr, 27. to do ſo; but he laith, @ difintion is made of a genus 
and differentia, and therefore righteouſneſs muſt be the form. 

Reſp. Non ſequitur, for genus is the matter, and but -part of the 
form at moſt ſometimes, but the diff®encing part of the Definj- 
tion is the form diftin from the genus. Mr. C1. ſaith, the moſt 
plauſible Argument 7. all (becauſe it is Scripture) hu bave omitted, 
we are juſtified by faith. This, ſaith Mr. Z» is my 7d per quod 
that runs through al} my Books, its true, and what would Mr. #. 
have done to ſupport his Notion, if the Cardinal had not helpt 
him to this 7d per quod, and 7d propter quod, he takes himſelf ſafe 
enough between the Cardinai and Biſhops. Well, Mr. C1. is not 
ſo well pleaſed, I find, with his formalis cauſa, but rather than 
break with Mr. #. he will comport with him ; eſpecially finding 
him very uncertain and unſettled, ſometimes our righteouſnets 
is the formal cauſe, and ſometimes the material, and imputation 
the formal. Mr. C1. hath another denomination for our own 
righteouſneſs, he calls it eur ſubordinate righreouſncſs; Our Juſti- 
fication by Faith, or accounting it to us for righteouſneſs. will be 
conſidered anon. 

$. C1. alſo gathering and applauding Mr. # 's. conſtitutive 
Juftification, let it be a little inſpefted, Mr, C1. faith, That, Mr. 
H. doth clearly diſti»guiſh bis Opinion from the Papiſts in that he 
makes infuſed righteouſneſs only Saultification, and imputation of the 
ſame-10 be Fuſtification z its only to diſtinguith up our own righte- 
_ouſheſs ſeveral ways : I would ak theſe Gentlemen whether they 
do not hold the infufion of their righteouſneſs, and Juſtification 
upon it imputed ; if they do, ſo do the Papiſt; for if the Papiſt 
did hold making a man's .righteouſneſs inherent to be Juſtificati- 

«r,then mult they hold ſame meric of condignity to precede in 
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the natural man z for a meer free gift as ſuch, is an infuſion, can- 
not be Juftification. Ido not ſee but Mr. Z's conſtitutive Jufti- 
fication and the Papiſts is all one 3 for if they ſay, God infuſeth 
righteouſneſs, and imputeth righteouſneſs, its rhe ſame thing, and 
God cannot conftitute any j1| by infuſion but he muſt impute him 
ſo. TI have ſaid this conftitutive Juſtification, as they take it, can 
be no other than Imputation if they will make it differ from 
declarative Juſtification, 2. The conſtituting us as juſt doth in order 
of nature go before accounting or uſing us as juſt. 

Reſp. God neither conſtitutes any man juft in and by his own 
righteouſneſs, nor accounts them ſoz But we can ſay, God firft 
gives us Chriſt's righteouſneſs by his Grace, then accounts us 
righteous therein, Conſtitutive Fuſtification conſiſts in three things, 
in making us juſt, accounting us juſt, ayd uſing us as juſt, all theſe 
the Papiſts have, Therefore more fully, Fuſtification #s a judicial aft, 
and that by the law of Grace, God by that Law, and the att of God's 
law, makes, pronounces, and by pronouncing makes a Believer a righte- 
ous perſon, and being ſo made, accounts him ſo. Reſp. The Scrip- 
ture ſpeaks of Juſtification of a Sinner, and therefore ſaith, 7ts a 
att of free Grace, Indeed Mr, #*s. Juſtification can be no other 
than a judicial A, its no way confiftent with Grace, becauſe he 
ſaith its by a Law and AR of it, whereby it makes and pronounc- 
eth a believer righteous, and it ſeems he is firſt declaratively 
juſtified, and after imputed righteous, when God hath pro- 
nounced him righteous, then accounts him ſo, Joey reirregr, the 
Cart before the Horſe. Our righteouſneſs wrought in us by Vocation, 
and is tbe ſame materially, but not formally, with this righteouſneſs of 
Fuſtification, 

Reſp. Now here's the reaſon why he fticks ſo hard for our righ» 
teouſne(s, being the formal part of our Juftification, ſo that the 
ſame righteouſneſs (as he ſaith materially the ſame ) SanRifies us 
materially, and Juftifies us formally. So as that,as Santtifying it 
hath no form, and as Juſtifying nv matter. Now this is a Quatenus 
with a witneſs, ſo in Mr. C1's ſence he doth well, making the 
matter real, and the form relative. Theſe things Mr. #, in his 
ſeveral middle-way Pages, and Letters repeats a hundred times, 
you cannot look into a Page hardly, but you have the ſum of his 
Dottrinez therefore it muſt not be expected that I ſhould follow 
him Page by Page, unleſs I ſhoul4 Tautologize as he doth, 
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CHAP. X. 
Whether Faith be our juſtifying Righteouſneſs. 


Seftion 1. Whether the Saints befire Chriſts did not look 

«pon themſelves as rightcous by their own righteouſneſs. 
S. 2. Abraham conſidered. Q&. 3- Abraham confadered. 
S. 4. Abraham's JuSification further conſidered. 
S. 5 Of Subordinate righteouſreſs. S. 6. 24r. CVs, 
defence of a Subordinate ri;htcouſneſs. $. 7 Oppoſats- 
on of Faith and Works in Juſtification, Mr. Cl's 2d. ard 
3d. Arg. $. 8. Mr.Cl. fourth Argument Anſwer'd. $.9. 
Argument 5, 6. Y.10. Afore to Mr, Fs challenge. 


Set. 1. R. Z's. Enquiry about the Saints before Chrifts 

ds coming is, #e would know of any Man who is moſt 
Orthodox in his Complexion, whether be does or is able to think that 
Enoch, Noah, Job, who were before rhe Law, Samuel, the Kings 
and Prophets under-the Law, or ay Man or Woman whatſoever before 
the coming of Chriſi, did ever-imagine that they were righteons or ac- 
cepred with God for the Obedience which the Meſſiah ſhould perform on 
their bebalf when be came into the [7orld, and believing this was an In- 
ftrument of making bim to be theirs &c. And whether they did nor look 
upon themſelves righteous by their own righteouſneſs, their doirg righ- 
zeor ſy ſs, and to obtain favour by rheir upright walkirg, and no otber- 
wije in the World ? 

Reſp. If Mr. &. means Men of the Orthodox complexion in his 
Eye, Neonomian complexions, T believe but few, if any. for ought L 
know but are of the Opinion Mr.B.hath declared timſelf,and divers 
others of that Orthodoxy ; but if he means the true Proteſtant Cal- 
viniftical complexion, there's enough of them. 2. I would know 
whether or no they did ever hear of a New Law, and if they ex- 
peed to be juſtified by their own righteouinels, or whether'they 
thought of any other Law to be juftified by, than the Law of 
Works ? For there was not the leaft Word of any other Law before 
the Flood or atter, none can be pretended to be, till Abrahams time 
at furtheſt. 3. Whether chere was one Word of a conditinal pro- 
miſe to Adam after the fall, and4 whether he thinks not that Adam, 
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Abel, Enoch, &c, Were not ſaved by Faith in that abſolute promiſe 


that the ſcect of the Woman,£5c.(who is the Meſſiah thu? not under 
the Name of Meſhah-till Ages afterwards) did they not believe in 
his righteouſneſs, as that which ſhouldhreak the Serpents Heads, 
7, e. all the power he had got over Man by the unrighteouſneſs he 
had brought him into 2 4. If thev did look upon themſelves as 
righteous without the Obedience of the Meffiah (or by the Name 
which the Spirit of God. reveal'd him to them) why did they cf- 
fer Sacrifice for Sin, did they look at no Significancy or typical- 
neſs in them, were they nat taught at God fo to do, and did he 
not ſhew 'ſhew: them that they were rypical of the great Sacrifice 
the ſeed:of the Woman ſhould offer in the end of the World ? Was 
it not by Faith they affered them, #eb. 11. And what was that 
Faith, was it not in a righteouſneſs ? for: Noah believed in a righ- 
teouſneſs and became heir of righteuuſnefs which is by Eaith, what 
was he Heir of his own Righteouſneſs ? did they believe in them- 
ſelves? The Apouſtle's defign is not 10 prove that Fatth is the Evidence 
of things nor ſeen, the Subſtance of thoſe 1hings hoped for, that 
thoſe worthys lived in Faith and Hope, and dyed ſo not having re- 
ceived the promiſe in performance, but ſaluted and embraced it by 
Faith, 5. Had F06 and his friends ſuch Principles (tho' not. of the Fews 
Church ) chap. 19. 27. 1 know that my Redeemer Iliveth, was there 
no Faith in his Words,” is there. 'no righteoufneſls in a Redeem- 
er ? 'and What were the Sentimenrs of his Friends .in this Do- 
&rine, ſure they were not Neonomians, Job 25. 4. How can Man 
be juſtified with God ? or how can be be clean that is borwof a Woman ? 
Saith Bildad. A Neonomien would have calily refulved this Que- 
ftion, by performing of the condicions of the New-Law z but-alas 
they heard not of this-New-Law, this Nor-Weſt paſſage to Hea- 
ven. F 
F. 2. Let us confider Abraham, whether he did imagine himſeif 
righteous, by his doing righteeully, or looked to obtain favour of 
Go: thereby, and no otherways, and whether his Faith was not 
Eminently carried forth to'the Eying of Chrift' in the promiſe. 
Chrift ſaith, Abraham rejoiced 10 ſee my Day, and ſaw it and was 


. 'glad, he'law ir, and ſaw it, and TeJoiced and was glad, Fo 8.58. 


And where and how did he tee it?” was-I1t not 'in the promiſe of 
his Szed ? and what did he ſee in it? was It not the blefſedneſs pro- 
mifed? Gen. 12. and the Salvation by ' Redemption and Righte- 
ouſneſs, did he ſee norhing'in Chrift for his own Soul z yes, you 
ſay he ſaw him as a Neonomian Cypher, to ftand by his Juftification 
by his own Works, to the magnifying, his own righteouſneſs, bur 
the Spirit of God ſaith;he was not juſtified by Works; how come 
Men to ſay he was ? Fames ſaith he was, how, by approving the 
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Truth of-his Faith, for he was in a juftifyed State long before 
the offering'up his Son, but his Faith was proved, and approved 
of by God; and' witneſſed to, by this eminent At of Obedience, 
God teftified to his particular Atts of Obedience, which the World 
was ready to Condemn, and ſo to Rabab, fo to Phineas his AQ, 
that whatever the World judged of theſe Attions, yet they were 
approved of God as'righteous, and true Obedience : Abel was an 
accepted perſon of God before his offering, then becauſe his per- 
ſon was juftified, God witnefſeth to his gifts; that they were ac- 
cepted as being done in” Faith $ whereas Cain was an unjuftified 
perſon, theres no Sinner juſtified by ' his Works, but a Believers 
Works are accepted, becauſe their perſons are accepted in another 
righteouſneſs, in which'their Works are accepted afterward : Abel 
was firſt accepted, and then his Service. © | 
$. 23. Now we are upon Abrabam, let us confider him a little 
further, did he imagine himſelf righteous without the Obedience 
of Chriſt, and no other way than by his own righteouſneſs? What 
do theſe Men make of the Goſpel preached, is it not the preach- 
ing of Chriſt for righteouſneſs, for Chriſt is made Righteouſnefs 
tous, 1 Cor. 1. The Gofpel was preached to Abraham, what was 
that ? The Apoſtle tells us, Gal. 3. 8. It was in the firſt promife 
whereby he was converted to God in Ur of the Chaldees, Gen. 12. 
In thee ſhall all the Nations of the Earth be blefled, and that this 
contained in it, that-bleſſing; of righteouſneſs which is after more 
particularly Explained, he-was juftified -as the Heathen, and be- 
lieving Gentiles were to be juſtified afterwards, and the Apoſtle 
ſaith theſe that are mio, 7. e. of that kind of Juſtification, 
are blefled with faithful Abraham, ver. g. but ſuchas are «£ igy& 
ye4us, that expett juftification from the- Works. of a Law are un- 
der a curſe, for the Law Zz. e. Juſtification by the works of the 
Law. is not of juſtifying Faith, theirs none under Abraham's bleſf- 
ſing, expe Juſtification by the Works of the Law. Indeed the 
Myftery- was not ſo diftinly underftood, - Eph. 3. 5. Yet they 
. were ſaved even as we, 'Aits 15, And how are we Gentiles ſaved ? 
by becoming fellow -Heirs of the ſame Body ( z. e. myſtical ) and 
partakers of his promiſe in Chrift- by the Goſpel, Eph. 3. 6. The 
which participation: the faithful before Chriſt -was, the Goſpel had 
preached to: Abrabama-:. vt ph : 
_ I. 4. The greatcry 1s that Faith, 7. e.: our working Faith, our 
{ Faith and Obedience is our SuborCinate Righteouſneſs, or co-ordi- 
nate or Supream, which-our Neonomians pleaſe,for Juſtification, be- 
cauſe it is ſaid 'Abrahams:Faith was imputed w him for Righteouſneſs, 
1. e. ſay.they his -Golpel Works,not Meoſateal, or not according to 
the Old Law, but according to theiNew, + + -:. 2 
| | - + 4 | | This 
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This aſſertion is moſt falſe, for theſe reaſons. 1, There was no 
Moſaical Law in Abraham's days. 2+. There was no New Law 
exhibited to, Abrabam, for their promiſe was abſolute, Gey. 12, 
And cannot be pretended to be conditional. 3. Tts not confiftent 
with the nature of Faith, which is the Evidence of ſomething not 
ſeen, or preſent, but Works and Faith as ſuch is both ſeen in us, 
and preſent with us. 4+ If Faith be the yery righteouſneſs, then 
Faith believes in Faith as righteouſneſs. Douth the Scripture bid 
us believe in our ſelves, or believe in another, Faith believes in 
Faith, for our very righteouſneſs by theſe Men, which is moſt ab- 
ſurd, when they preach, they ſhould bid Men believe in them- 
ſelves, did Abrabam believe in his Faith ? Was that his believing, 
or did he believe that which was held out in the Promiſe 2 the 
ſame thing that God imputes to us for righteouſneſs, we do make 
the Objett of our Faith for Righteouſneſs. Now then if God im- 
putes our believing to us, then we believe in our believing, theſe 
are inevitable Rocks this Dottrine will bring theſe Men unto. 
5. God cannot impute Faith as. a Work, and in the Neonomiar 
ſence for righteouſneſs, it being as Mr. #. confeſſeth again and 
again, 20 righteouſneſs, ſinful,in need of pardon, for, 1. This would 
not be according to truth to call evil good, nor to do it in a 
way of adminiftration of Juſtice, as in Juſtification, would it be 
juſt ? But moſt unjuſt, God is a God of Truth and Holineſs, an1 
the Judge of all the World, and therefore muſt deal righteouſly, 
for tho* he pardons Iniquity, yet will by go means clear the 
Guilty, 2. Its contrary to their own afſertions, that Juſtificati- 
on isan Ad of Juſtice, whereas ſuch an Impuration and Juſtifica- 
tion as they ſpeak of, would be far from an A of juſtice, and is a 
meer diſpenſation with juſtice, for where a Law muſt be abrogat- 
ed, or relaxed, there is an abſvlute diſpenſation with Juſtice, and 
without one of theſe they confels there cannor be Juſtification by 
their New Law. 6. This cannot be juſtification, becauſe Sin is not 
pardoned in it, nor the perſon accepted, Imputation of righte- 
ouſneſs to the work,before its to the perſon, and if the perſon muft 
do goud works before he's juſtifh'd,which is abſurd,becauſe the works 
he doth are imputed to him, and he is juſtified by 'em, as they lay. 
$. 5, But let us hear what Mr. CJ. hath to ay for the Pcoof 

. of this Poſition, that Faith is our Subordinate righteouſnels (7. e. 
in his ſence an interveening righteouſneſs coming between Chrifſts 
righteouſneſs ). whereby we are juftified defore we come at Chriſt, 
or pardon, both being conſequent to our Juftihcation, by this 
New-Law-Righteouſnels-witich he calls Faith, ice, p. 64. His rca- 
ſon are theſe, 1. What elſe can be the plain and prepzr meaning of 
sbas Phraſe, 1s was accounted 10 him for righteouſneſs ? (IVithout put- 
8:28 
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ting it upon the Rack of Tropes and Figures, and the like Engines of 
Cruelty, &C. | | 
Reſp. Doth Mr, C1. pretend to bean interpreter-of Scripture, 
and will not allow the uſe of a Trope or Figure, but to call chem 
Engines of Cruelty, is to ſay, where a Trope is {aid-to be uſed in 
a Scripture, there is a wreſting of Scripture ; I muft tel] him thar 
a Tropical ſence of many Places of Scripture, is the true plain 
and proper ſence and meaning of the Spirit of God, in many moft 
eminent Expreſſions, and for this he muſt expect to be watched 
in the adjuſting his New-found righteouſneſs, whether he doth 
no where inrerpret Scripture Tropically. What anſwer wil} he give 
the Papiſt in the Dottrin of Tranſuoftantiation founded on,7his is my 
Body ? Mr. B. ſaith,its as credible as the Dottrine of impuration ot 
Chrifts Righteouſneſs ; And what faith Mr. C1. to the Covenant 
of Circumcifion. Well let us make a little !mpartial Examination 
of this Exprefſion, If Abraham were juſtified by worls, Rom. 4. 2. 
be bath boaſting, but not before God z, not in the Preſence of God 
for his Joftification, yea he may rejoice, that through Grace he 
hath performed any aQion by faith which God witnefſeth to, as 
Fames ſpeaks of, but he dare not plead it before God for Juftih- 
. cation of his Perſon. Now he brings in Juſtification by Faith in 
diametrical oppoſition to it ; for the Scripture ſaith, Abraham be- 
tieved in God, and it was accounted to bim for righteouſneſs, {o tran- 
flared, the words in the Zebrew may run thus, He believed or: Fe- 
bovah, and he accounted it (1. e. what he believed of him) for righ- 
reouſneſs to him, the Words are rendred by the Sepruagint and the 
New Teſtament, Abraham believed God, it was accounted to be unto 
tighreouſneſs. The Seed promiſed before was the thing believed 
by Abraham, the bleſſmg unto all Nations, which Seed was to pro- 
ceed from his and Sarab nis Wife's Loins, this was the promiſe 
of God to him, and rbis was accounted to him for righteouſneſs ; he 
believed Jehovah graciouſly promiſing, and the thing promiſed, 
Jehovah imputed to him for righteouſneſs MAWUTT he accounted 
the thing believed, not the Faith it (elf, therefore the Targum hath 
its V.MDA1 be believed the word of promiſe, and th: rhirg promiſed 
was imputed tobim ; in this ſenſe the Apoſtle takes it, 9m. 4. 3. 
Gal. 3.6, where in both places he oppoſeth a righteouſneſs of 
faith, z. &. Which is believed on, unto a righteouſneſs within 
which is no objett of faith, for it is within us, and an object of 
{enſe, he believed God in the Promiſe of Chrift, and this that 
he believed was reckoned to him he argues preſently that this 
imputation was not to Abraham as a work of any kind, for 10 
him thas worketh ( as much as if he ſhould ſay, O do not miſtake 
me, I do not, nor doth-the Scripture ſpeak of Abrabam's Faith: as 
a work) 
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a work) the reward. ſhould nos be of grace bus debr, Gut to bim that 
worketh nor, bur believeth on bim that juſtifieth rhe uygodly, Cas Abra- 
ham was when firſt juſtified, Foſh. 24.) bis faith tis eſteemed ro be 
wnro d\ngrovuylu, i, e, he believes upon the righteouſneſs which 
IS imputed to him. And why may not Faith be taken objeQive- 
ly, by a Metonomy, for the thing believed? for "cis not unuſual 
in Scripture, Chrift is ſaid to be our hope, the obje of our hope, 
1 Tim. 1. 1. and ſo the bope laid up for us in Heaven, i e. the 
things boped for, Coloſſ. 1. 5. ſo lookirg for that bleſſed hope, Tit. 
2. I4. the things hoped for z what's more frequent than theſe 
Metonomies, yea proper, plain and elegant 3 in matters of fenſe 
or perception its moſt frequent to put the obje& for the ſence, 
and ſence for the obje&, Matth. 6. 22, the light of the body 1s the 
eye, and there. the light is for the eye, and after, the eye for the 
light ; beſides, its a rule, that when a word in Scripture taken 
in thedire ſenſe, will croſs other Scriptures, and the fignifica- 
tion lies fair for the Analogy of Faith, then the true ſenſe lies 
in the Trope z as here; we are juſtified by > but how ? as it 
lays hold on the juftiffing blood of Chrift, or elſe we contra- 
* di&t, Rom. 5. 9. being now juſtified by his bIcod 5 now either Faith 
or the juſtifying Blood of Chrift muſt fall into a Trope z for 
which is it fitteft, and to which doth it ſuit beſt? Paul Rom. 4. 
argues ftrennoully againf juftification by works, and therefore, 
againſt Juftification by Faith as aWork. To this kind of Juſtification 
he oppoleth that of Faith, its being accounted for righteouſneſs; 
if faith be underftood as a work ef righteouſneſs, then the A 
ſtle contradias himſelf, and maketh juftification by faith to be 
juft:ification by works, and ſo diſputes vainly, making no oppofi- 
tion 3 but if in Juſtification by Faith the righteouſneſs is imputett 
to us,and that be the drift of it, then his Argumentation hath the 
greateſt weight, the righteouſneſs of Faith is Chrift's righteouſ- 
neſs, and the righteouſneſs of works our righteouſneſs inherent, 
wrought by us, or in us, utterly excluded from Juſtification, 
$. 6. Mr. C1's Second Argument, Becauſe rhe Apeſtie fre- 
quently oppoſeth working and believing, faith and works, Works 
as F: perfe& obedience 10 the Law, Faith as a ſincere obedience to the 
Goſpel. | 
teſ. Then the Apoftle ſhould have oppoſed works and Torks, 
and diſtinguiſhed between Law-works and Goſpel works z or when 
he had oppoſed Faith unto Works in two Epiſtles ſo largely, he 
ſhould have excepted Goſpel-works,or ſaid,l do hot mean Faith as a 
:work 3 but to be ſhort, for 1 ſhall not need to be long on the re- 
maining Arguments: We ſay coT, that this Argument Is 
againft Mr, C1. becauſe the Apoftle ftill makes fo clear an oppo- 
| tion 
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Poſition Dbetwixt Faith and Works withont any Exception. 
Arg. 3. It is expreſly called the righteouſneſs of faith, Rom. 4. 
11, 13. chap. 9. 30. chap. 10. 16. by faith, Gal.5.'5, Heb. 11. 5. 

Reſp. T his atfefts us not, The righteouſneſs of faith, is but as 
the light of the eye, the righteouſneſs which is the objeR of faith, 
Rom. 4+ 11. be received the fign of circumciſion, called the covenant 
of Circumciſion by a plain Trope, not cruel at all, the ſeal of the 
righteouſneſs of faith : Ts this a Seal only that we are righteous, 
or is it a Seal of the righteouſneſs of Chriſt promiſed to Abrabam, 
V. 13+ there's a poſitive denial that the Promiſe was to Abraham 
and his Seed through a Law, any Law, Old or New, but thro 
the righteouſneſs of faith the proper and peculiar obje@ in Juſti- 
fication, Kom.9.30. the righteouſneſs of Faith is oppoſed to the 
righteouſneſs of Works the Fews depended on. By Faith, is but 
righteouſneſs received by Faith, or waited for in faith, Gal. 5. 5. 
we by the Spirit ( 1. e. its aſſiſtance) wait for the hope of righteouſ- 
zeſs) (7.e. the righteouſneſs hoped for) by faith, or from faith, 
a, mis*ws, its not called tbe righteouſneſs of faith there z to what 
Purpoſe quoted, I know not, and Zeb. 11.5, Where it is ſaid, by 

aith Enoch was tranſlated, what's Enoch's Tranſlation here to his 
Juſtification which was three hundred years before ? 

CG. 7. Argument 4. Becauſe Faith is a conformity to the rule of 
the promiſe (wherein the nature of righteouſneſs doth conſiſt) viz. 
the Goſpel or Covenant of Grace, which requires only ſincere believ-- 
ing, not perfe® doing, Rom. 10. 8. 10. and therefore tho it be not 
righteouſneſs in ſtri Fuſtice, according to the law of nature (1. e. 
works) yet it is righteouſneſs according 10 the favourable conſtrutti- 
on of the Goſpel, #. e. God upon the account of Chriſt's righteouſneſs 
7s pleaſed to accept of this for righteouſneſs, ſo as vo account it, whence 
its caBed the righteouſneſs of God, © 

Reſp. The rule of the promiſe is an. uncouth Term which I have 
examined elſewhere, and therefore ſhall not now ftand upon it, 
only, A rule of the promiſe muſt be either by which it is made, 
or upon which itis performed ; there's no Rule God makes any 


' Promiſe by, but his own govd Will and Pleaſure; but its the 


'Rule its performed by that muſt be a Rule in us, by which 
God walks, 7. e. the condition of the New Law performed by us, 
2. Law indeed hath ſuch a Rule, but no Goſpel hath; - ds and 
live, do is the Rule, and 1ive the Promiſe, to be performed upon 
our doing z and this is thzſe mens Goſpel or Govenant of Grace, 
a downright Law; and where is it proved that Faith is a confor- 
mity to this Rule of the Promiſe, or legal Condition ? KRom.10.8. 
there's ſomething ſaid of a believing the Word preached, but 


what's that to the Rule of the Promile, and verſe. 10. with the 
; care 
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heart man believes uno righteouſneſs, Ec. who denies Faith, if it be - 
true to be as lincereas any other Grace, but this -proves it not - 
to be our righteouſneſs; the words of the Text are againſt it, 
it believes unto righteouſneſs, it goes out of it {elf for righteoul- 
neſs, takes not its ſelf for righteouſneſs, v. 11. the objeR; believed 
07, where this righteouſneſs is, is told v. 11 mwhoſoever believeth 
07 kim, but theſe men will have believing unto righteouſneſs, to 
be faith believing it ſelf unto righteouſneſs, VVell, when Faith 
hath done its do to make its ſelf righteouſneſs, yet it is not righte- 
ouſneſs in the ſenſe of the law of works which is the true Rule of a 
Law-righteouſnels that God never abates in the leaft of ) yet it 
is Goſpel-righteouſneſs, according to the favourable conſtruction 
of the Goſpel; God forbid that that ſhould be our juſtifying- 
righteouſneſs, which ftri&t Juſtice will not allow to be righteouſ- 
neſs: Here they bring in God's diſpenſing with Juſtice, and 
make bim a favourer of vnrighteouſneſs, in making it ſuch for 
Juſtification ; this is Antinomianiſm with a witneſs, for God to fa- 
vour \in, and juſtifie him for that which a juſt Law and ſtrict Ju- 
ftice condemns for unrighteouſneſs 3 the rightcoulneſs of the new 
Law is condemn'd at the Bar of the old law; hence it can bz no bet- 
ter than the law of Sin ard Death,and yet this unrighteous conditi- 
on muſt be father'd on God's favourable conftruttion, yea, on Jelus 
Chritis Underiaking and Performance z he undertook and died 
for this end, that our unrighteouſneſs ſhould have the hogour of 
juſtifying us, his was but ſubſervi-nt to thatendz it ſeems God 
would have ic fo, that his Son ſhould be made a Sacrifice to pur- 
chace the imputation of our own righteouſneſs, for righteouſneſs 
unto juſtification, and therefore it is cailed the righteouſneſs of God, 
why, becauſe its ours and not Chriſts; Ot this in another. 
lace, | 
: &. 8. Thar Faith is our Goſpel-righteouſneſs appears further from 
Rom. 10. this being the ſame with the Fourth, and aniwered there, 
I need ſay nothing to it. : 

Argument 6, There are but two ſorts of righteouſneſs, Legal and 
Evangelical, but this is not legal righteouſneſs, and therefore it muſt 
be Evangelical. 

Reſp. There is hut one ſort of righteouſneſs, and that is legal, 
and its a legal righteouineſs though graciouſly beitowed, thar we 
are juſtified by, and irs impofiible thar it ſhould be otherwiſe ; its 
only the legal righteouſneſs of Chrift made ours, which is our 
Evangelical, Chriſt's own righteouſneſs, as it reſpetts the Juſtice 
of God and his Law, is Legalz as it reſpetts a Sinner, is graci- 
ouſly beftowed, its Evangelical, But alas, Mr. C1. to prevent miſ- 
conftrudtion, after he hath bin diſputing for the work of Fairh 
to be our righteouſneſs, yes we muſt nos expet Mrriy, Full ifica 
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tow, Pardon, Reconciliation or Favour with God, upon the account 
of our fincerity, Faith ar Obedience, as the procuring cauſe z; but we 
are ta look up ta Chriſt, canfeſſmg our beſt works to be but filthy regs 
in ftri& juſtice, &c. 

Reſp. One may ſee how frail a righteouſneſs theſe men have 
feigned to themſelves ; it is as the Spider's Web that they dare 
not lean upon it, tho they will ſwagger and vapour with it to 
out-dare them whom they call Aniinomians, who will cleave int 
mediately to Chriſt's righteouſneſs alone as their only righteouſ- 
neſs without the iatervention of theſe frithy Rags; their righte- 
ouſneſs muſt have Chriſt ſtand behind the Curtain to parch their 
Tagged raiment z their Houſe cannot ſtand without BeYarmine's 
proprer quod, their Pageantty is all dead Images, unlels one he- 
hind the Curtain move them, which no budy muſt ſee z here is 
no Mercy, Pardon, and Reconciliation * for and by their Righte- 
ouſneſs, but Chrift procured ſomething of it, I know not what, 
but Chriſt's Pracurement was long ago, the Law is in their own 
hanqs now, he only procured the New Law, they muft ſhift as 
well as they can to perform the Conditions 3 Chriſt did not pur- 

chaſe thoſe, neither died he io forgive any fault in their righ:e- 
_ ouſneſsz but oh, their righteouſneſs comes not up to the old 
Law, what need they trouble them(elves about that ? Chriſt hath 
fetcht them from under that faulty Perfe&ion, and broughr them 
under a faultleſs uncighteouſneſs 'of the Remedial Law, anda 
faults their Righteouſneſs muſt have, or elſe it would be an ade- 
quate condition, but they muſt acknowledge their unworthineſs, and 
deſers of all evil, and when we bave done, (50d looks upon us as riphte- 
ous in 4 Goſpel ſenſe. T had thought in the beginning of this Pa- 
ragraph Chrift had bin to have pardoned and mended the faults of 
our remedial righteouſneſs z but it ſeems here is ſome pretence to 
it only that Chrift may not think he is put off with nothing ; but 
the compleating of theſe rough Garments to deceive, lies in 
their own doings z if we do this, God looks upon us as righteous 
in a Goſpel-ſenſe, and pardons us, firſt juftined and not pardon- 
ed, and then pardoned and not juſtified ; VVhat a great matter 
of Lamentation is it to ſee the corrupt minds of men thus vain- 
ly and miſchievouſly ſport themſelves with the rich Grace of 
God, and his ftrid Juſtice. 

S. 9. Before I leave this Chapter, let us talk a little further 
with Mr. Zumphb. about his great challenge, if it be as he ſaith, 
that no Man or Woman before Chriſt coming, did Imagine they 
were righteous before God, or accepted roc the Obedience of 
Chriſt, it muft follow that they had a hard task vader the New 
Law, for they wantcd the propter god, and both Mr. Cl, my = 

an 


Juftifying Righteouſneſs: © 79 
ſaith their righteouſneſs wants pardon, and they muft go to the 
ed propter quod for pardon. and acceptance ; Now I would Query, 
whether if they could not imagine Chriſts Obedience, to be their 
righteouſnels, how could they imagine that Chriſts Obedien 
could be the procuring caule, ſo that they were altvgether defti- 
tute of the 7d proprer quod, I would know whether the Faith of 
Gods Children before Chriſt, had no: Eye- unto Chri 
and his rig htcouſneſs, in the Sacrifices and fin Offerings which 
they offered daily z did they not look at them. as ſhadows and 
types of a better and more perfe& Sacrifice, the ApsſiHe ſaith that 
the righteouſneſs of God (which we ſhall by and by ſhew to be the 
righteouſneſs of Chriſt) was witneſſed by the Law ( z, ec. the Law 
of Moſes ) andthe Prophets, and'if fo, its ftrange that they ſhould 
have no imagination of it, when as the Apoſtle Peter, 1 Ep. C, 1. 
Lo. Saith, the Prophers have Enquired after and ſearched diligently 
for this Salvation propheſied of, Searching what and what manner 
of times the Spirit of Chriſt which was in them did ſignifie, when it 
teſtified before hand the ſufferings of Chriſt and the glory which ſhould 
follow : The Apoſtle Peter was clear in this Point, Afs 2. 31 He 
faith that David foreſaw the ReſurreGtion of Chriſt, and ſpake of 
it, and Chriſt himſelf afhrms this after his Reſurre@ion to the 
two Diſciples going to Immaus, that he ought thus ro ſuffer and en- 
ter into Glory, beginning at Moſes and all the Prophets, be expound- 
ed unto them in al: the Scripture, the things concerning himſelf ? Now 
if Moſes and all the Prophers, yea all the Scriptures ſhould ſo emi- 
nently and expreſly foretel Chrifts ſufferings and reſurre&ion,and 
why it was ? viz. to bear Sin and ſatisfie Gods juſtice, as the Pro- 
phert Iſa. c. 53. and David, and Fer. and all the Sacrifices of old, 
and his Redemption was alſo for them, to the tranſgreſſions under 
the firſt Teſtament, Heb. g. 15. It is ſtrange that none of them 
from Adam to Chrift, ſhould in the leaft imagine their acceptance 
with God ſhould be for his righteouſneſs, but that they ſhould 
look for Juſtification by their own righteouſneſs only, and none 
others. 

$ 10. Mr. C1. in the concluſion of his Book, undertakes to diſ- 
Prove the Imputation of the Attive righteouſneſs of Chriſt, when 
as all a long his Buok he holds that Chrift's righteouſneſs AQive 
or Paſhve, is not imputed but as to Effets 5; now he can mean 
nothing by the non-imputativn of Either, but as. to Effets : So 
that he muſt intend by the non-1mpucation of Chriſts ative Obe- 
dience, of the Effet, and then either it had no effeRts or no ef- 
fets, pro bens noſtro z now ſure if 1 miſtake not, he grants that 
whatever Chriſt was, it was for our good, and therefore have 
ſome beaefit by it, and God reckons it a benefit, for that's _ 
m- 
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Imputation when we have a benefit, God reckons it ſo, 4. e. Im-+ 
tes it to be what it-is ; ſurely if Chriſt ative Obedience, did 
ut fit him to redeem us by paſſive, it was a benefit to us; His 
Incarnation was it'not a benefit? In their way of Imputation they 
may ſay, [after Mr. 3.) becauſe be did not obey, that we ſhould not 
obey. 
| > . Neither did he ſuffer, that we ſhould not ſuffer 3 but 
Chrift ſuffered that we might not ſuffer penally, and obey that 
we might not obey legally z and its ftrange that the ſecond Adam 
ſhould have attual righteouſneſs for us, as well as the firſt had 
aQual ſin ; that all ſhould not be repaired as to the preceptive, as 
well as the vindicative part of the Law, which was fallen upon us 
in the firft Adam, by the fecond Adam. Why was he made under 
the Law ? Was it not for attive-as well as paſſive Obedience. 
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Section 1. The Neonomiati Dofrine oppoſed. F. 2: 
Who. it 1s God juſtifies. S. 3. ore fully Anſwer d. 
$. 4. . Arguments | againſk Tuſtification by Works. 
S. 5. Mr. CPs Propoſition. SF. 6. Of the Fews Opini- 
on about Juſtification. S. 7. Whether Paul means only 
Works of Moſes's Law. S. 8. Whether Paul diſputes 
only againſt ſome Works. $., 9. Mr. Cl's Denial and 
Challenge. FS. 10. What Law, the Apoſtle means. 
SF. 11. How the Fews looked npon the . Law. . F, 12. 
Of the Law of FaithG. FS. 13. What Deeds of the 
Law. FS. 14. What Works to be boaſted of. F, 15. 
Of meritorious Works. FS. 16. Of juſtifying Works. 
&. 17. Of the Jews Conceit of Perfe(® Obedience. 
$. 18. 1 Cor. 4. 4. conſidered. F. 19. Mr. Cl. 
unfair in his Challenze. &. 20. Of Rom. 4. 5. 
& 21. Of Rom. 2. 20. 

Set. 1. ,UR Neonomians affirm we are juſtified by works, 

i not of the Old Law (which the 4poftle Paul every 

were excludes) but of the New Law, this is. that which we op- 

poſe, and ſay the Apoſtle doth exclude all our works, even in the 
ſtate of Regeneracy, from Juſtification, and. in this Poing we ſhall 
take Mr. C1, becauſe he ſeems to be moſt full in the handling of 
it, and take up that Mr, #, ſaith, in a more ſcattered manner 


here and there. 


'$. 2, Chap. 10. He tells, us who it is that God Juſtifies, 03 
ungodly, 3 aoefn according 10 Rom. 4, 5, No ſaith Mr. Cl. the Spi- 
rit of God means the godly, and he brings againſt tbe poſution of the 
Spirit of God in this place, that of Exod. 23. 7. Where the LXX 
uſeth the ſame words. | <6 

\Reſp.. To which I ſhall anſwer,, x. That Mr. Cl. knows the LXX 


40th not tranſlate the words according to the Zeb, Text ; but.ra- | 
Ke ther 
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ther ſpeaks to the drift of the Text, which is to enjoyn unto 
Men an impartial Execution of diftributive Juftice, and therefore 
it renders it, Thou ſhalt nos juſtifie rhe wicked for « reward ; and 
that is the plain Drift of the Text by what precedes, v. 6. Thou 
ſhalt not wreſt judgmem, and thou ſhalt rake no gift, v. 8. 
and the #ebrew in the 7th verſe is,. 1 will not. juſtifie, i, e. will 
not have thee to juſtifie, for thou art but my Deputy, and I ſit in 
the Aſſemblies and Courts of Earthly Judges, and whatever 
Judgment contrary to Juſtice and Right thou paſſeſt, I will call 
thee toan account for it, Then 1. This Text ſpeaks of Man's 
Judgment, not of God's immediately, bur as ſuperviſing the afi- 
ons of men. 2, He might as well, or better alledged Exod. 34.7- 
where God proclaiming himſelf a fin-pardoning God, ſaith, he will 
by no means clear the guilty z but in pardon of fin God doth clear 
the guilty, and ſo the ungodly, in Juſtification of them by the 
imputed righteouſneſs of Chriſt which takes off the ungodlineſs 
in that kind, tho man cannot provide for the Juſtification of an 
unrighteous perſon by gifts or partiality in a way of Juſtice, yet 
God can by gracious and juſt ways and means provide for the 
acquitting the guilty, and juſtifying the- ungodly juſtly. 2, It 
muſt be underftuod, Rom. 4. according to the words in a ftridt 
ſence, God juſt ifies the ungodly, While ſuch, not to remain ſuch, 
For Abrabam there ſpoken of, was ſuch an ungodly vile Idolater, 
:t9fh, 24. Had Abrabam performed any New-Law righteouſneſs 
before he came out of Ur ? Mr. C. will underftand it, he ſaith, in 
a tri Law ſence, 7. e., that he was a tranſgreſſor of the law of 
works, ſo will 1, and that's therefore to be ungodly, and I know 
no ungodlineſs but ſuch, and while he was fuch God juſtified him, 
and he did no New-Law works before he was juſtified, for Zeb.1 1, 
8. forby faith, when he was called of God to go forth he went z 
ſo that he had faith, and was juftifled before he obey'd the Call. 
3. Its moſt confiftent with the Grace of God to juftifie the nn- 
godly, and not in the leaft derogatory from his Juſtice to juſcific 
a ſinner in Gods way of Juſtification 4. As God juſtifies none 
to be ungodly, nor juſtifies ungodlinefs, brit that finners may be 
godly ; ſo there's none can be godly before he is juſtified, he can- 
not perform one godly Att, nor have the Spirit, the natural Man 
being a ſtranger to God and Enemy to him. 5. Why tnay not 
God juſtifie the ungodly, as well as ſanQifie the ungodly, if God 
may, give one gift to the rebellious, why not another ? if he may 
give Grace, why not all Grace ? they will have Men juſtified by 
works; who works in them to will or do ? Who gives them this 
righteouſneſs? Dorh not this gift of God find then ungodly ? They 
will ay, yea undoubtedly, then 1 will ſay, why may not Ang 
WM Chriſc, 
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Chriſt, to an ungodly one the gift of righteouſneſs, and juſtific 
him thereby, I hope if God can give one righteouſneſs, he can 
give another, tinjeſs they will limit his Sovereign Grace. 
$. 3. t. But more fully: And firſt Negatively, not by the 
Law, G41-2.16. viz. the Law of Moſes; and why ſo ? is there any 
the aſt word of the Law of Moſes, its # Tegwy vi us, by the 
works of a law, any law ; whert the Apoſtle ſpeaks of Moſes's law, 
he annexeth the pre-poſikive Article, So Rom. 3. 20. its a law, 
from the works of 4 law 10 fleſb living can be juſtified; now this is 
not the Ceretnonial Law, by v. 19. bat that faw whereby al the 
world became guilty, Fews an4 Gentiles, v. g, 5c. for the Gentiles 
wete not guilty by Moſes Law, neither could the works of the 
New Law admit of an exception here ; for its any law that gives 
the knowledge of fin. Now if the New Law gives the knowledge 
cf fin, the works of it are here excluded, for that is no law that 
gives no knowledge of fin. Hence all works of all Laws are here 
excluded, 7. e. ſuch as the righteouſneF thereof required is our 
obedience performed by us ;z whence its plain, that the Law of 
VVorks, the Ceremonial Law, and the New Law are equally 
excluded, Now the next Verſe hath it, that the righteouſneſs 
of God is manifeſted without theſe excluded works, this is no new 
Notion, but witnefſed em» 7% vor, by the Jaw, 7. s. of Moſes and- 
the Prophers, VVhat G41. 3. 16. is brought in for 1 know not, 
T fifid it not among the Errara's, but I think it muſt be one, 
Hitherto alſo do belong theſe places, Fob 15. 14. chap.25.4. Pſalm 
I4.3- 2. Which Places plainly and peremptorily deny righteouſneſs 
int Man to be found unto Juſtification 5 Mr. C1. fays, according to 
Ariſe Juſtice, according ts the law of works, as Pani expounds it, 
1.2.16. | 
| Reſp. The Apoftte there doth: peremptorily proteft againſt Ju- 
ſtification by the works of a Law, aniy Law whatever; and if 
he hath an eye uport the Pſalmifts words, he explainsthem fo far 
as to us, why the Pſalmift denies Fuftification to any man living 
is, becauſe all works that Man can perform, mutt be referred to 
ſome law, by the works of 4 law 10 fleſh tiving could be juſtified- 
Let me add what the Apoftle faith, /f righreoufnefs be by 4 law, 
then Chriſt died in vain + Its firange the Apoſtle ſhould fo ex- 
preſly and poſitively exclude the works of a Lawfroms Juftifica- 
tion, and yet all this while infend that we are juſtified by the 
works of a Law, and that he ſhonld never tell us, he doth not 
mean works of the New Law, nor fo much as: mention it. 
$. 4. From the forementioned places,” theſe Arguments will 
arile againſt Juſtification by. dur works, - 14 Jullification of a fin- 
ner or ungodly one as ſuch,- candor be By ahy works of a Law, 
G 2 per- 
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performed by him, but Gods Juftification of any fallen: Man is 
tuch, for the Major its plain, againſt Neomomian Juſtification, unleſs 
they will ſay, that a natural Man may be godly while ſuch, or 
that which the old law calls ungodlineſs, the new law calls god- 
lineſs z yea, a man muſt be ſantified in their ſenſe, before juſtified, 
while under condemnation, and bound over to wrath. Again, the 
Text 1s clear, that Abraham was ungodly when juſtified, both by 
Hiſtory and the Apoſtles, for he could not do any good, and all 
his abedience was after his Juſtification by Faith. Now the. Mi- 
7or 1s as Evident, that Geds Juſtification of fallen Man is ſuch, 
for if we be juſtified by the works of a Law, its not conſiftent with 
Grace z for juſtification fingly conſidered, ſpeaks nothing. but Ju- 
ftice : And Juſtification by the works of a Law performed by us, 
ſpeaks nothing but Juftice z but Juſtification by Grace, is only as 
the Apoſtle faith, when its without -the deeds of the Law per- 
formed by us. - _. 

2. That Dottrine that excludes the works of every Law, by 
which is the knowledge of Sin, excludes the works of every Law 
performed by us but the Apoſtles Def&rine excludes the works 
of every Law that gives the knowledge of Sin» Ergo the works 
of every Law, Old, New, and Moral Law, are excluded. This 
Argument ſtands firm from Rom. 3. 20. 

3+ If the holieft Men have not expetted to be juſtified by their 
own righteouſneſs, who have lived by Faith, then juſtification is 
not by works of a Law : But the Antecedent is true, therefore the 
conſequence. The conſequence appears, in that David had lived 
longgoy Faith, and in-Holineſs, when he penned, Pſal..143- 2. 

. And if be thought to be juſtified by New Law works, he need 
not have ſaid, Enter not into Judgment with thy Servant, unleſs 
he had added, by. the Old Law,. but, Enter into Judgment with 
thy Servant by the New Law, for in thy ſight, New-Law works 
will juftifie any Fleſh, Minor, David, Fob, . Paul expettcd not to 
be juftified by New Law Works. > 
4+ Thoſe works that will not-make a ſinner clean and pure in 
the ſight of God, cannot juſtifie him 3 but no New. Law .righte- 
qQuſneſs, will take away Mortal Pollution in the fight of Gud, ſo 
'- as to make him clean.. Ergo, the Major is ſo clear as none can 
deny, for by: Juſtification, the juſtified. is purged and, clean from 
_. Snan'the ſight of God z3 he can Enter into.Judgment with God, 


FE zzpan; the account; of the righteouſnels .he is juſtified by, The 


Minor is true, 1.; Exom the confeſhog of our, Adyerlary, that itS a 
. finful' righteouſneſs, its, condemned. by the 'Moral,Law, irs not 

adcquate to.exatt Juſtice, thafore,is will not cover Sip, from the 
'-,, Eye bf. Gods Juflicee ys- krom. (0; many; exprels 1'laces-of Scrip» 
1. EN CE IO > ure, 
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ture, Fob, 15. 4. He that is righteous before God, muſt be clean 
before God, Tmperfet righteouſneſs, can never make us clean 
in the ſight of God, Fob. 15. 4. Its not to be found of man born of 
4 Woman, 1. e. meer man, nor 7» any fleſh living, Believers are 
fleſh living, and born of women z Fob ſaith chap. 9. 30. If 1waſb 
my ſelf in ſnow water, and make my ſelf never fo clean, yet ſhale thou 
plunge me in the ditch, and mine own cloaths ſhall abhor me 5 now 
will Fob's new-law-works juftifie himz he had been long a holy 
man, yet he often pleaded his uprightneſs towards God, and his 
infegrity againſt his friends charge, and yet you ſee what his new- 
law-righteouſneſs amounted to, chap. 40. 4. & 42 6. ' 

5. Let me add a Fifth Argument before I leave his Negative.; 
If there was never any Law given to fallen Man that could give 
Life upon the Terms thereof, then there could be no- righteouſ- 
neſs to Juſtification by a Law 3 but the antecedent is true, there- 
fore the conſequent, and both from Gal. 3, 1. the Apoſtle's un- 
anſwerable Argument againft Juſtificatioa by any Law, The 
words are very plain and full to any one that can conftrue 
Greek. 

&. 5. He proceeds to his further Proof, in divers Propofiti» 
ons, which are many, ſo little to the purpoſe, that it would be 
loft time to follow them particularly, but that there's in them ma- 
ny places of Scripture perverted from their true Interpretation. 

His firſt Propoſal is, The whole ſcope of the Apoſtle is to aſjert and 
eſtabliſh Fuſtification by faith, as the only way of Ms 70 lapſed 
men. | p 
Reſp. What if ſo? Deth it therefore follow that the Apoſtle 
teacheth, that Faith is the way of Juftification by Works? or 
quite contrary, that Juſtification by Faith is not by the works of 
righteouſneſs -which we have done, but by theje that Chriſt hath done ? 
This 1 gather, faith he, from that place Rom. 1.'17. The righteouf- 
neſs of God is revealed from faith ts faith, which words I paraphraſe 
thus, Thar the Goſpel alone diſcovers the method and way appointed by 
Gott, whereby we may become righteous in his account, viz. by faith in 
Chriſt, and by continuance, increaſe and exerciſe thereof. y 

Reſp. Tts the Office of the Goſpel, to teach Sinners the way, the 
ruth and life, who is Chriſt 3\ there's no other righteoulneſs that 
the Goſpel can teach a finner to Juſtification, Fob# '14. 6.,and that 
Faith lays hold' oh that way, is the Goſpel 'z- to teach a man that. 


he is to be juſtified by the works of a law, isit Good News toa. be 


{inner ? - That this Text is gcolly abuſed, appears, _., ..{ .. 

1. Becauſe-the righteouſneſs of God here ſpoken of,is a righteou(- 
neſs revealed, and therefore not in us; for things already in us, 
are not ſaid+'to be revealed to us. ; 35 Sfs 


G 3 2.1ts 


86 Df Jubification by {{lozks. 

2: Its tbe righteouſneſs of God, and notof Man. © | 

3- Its an Coen righteouſneſs that is here ſpoken of, ſuch as 
o» _ known to our Faith by Revelation, therefore not Faith it 
4. It appears by the Proof, in that. the life of a. juſt one 5s by 
faith feeding upon another's righteouſneſs, not his own. In 3 
word, according to Mr. C's fence, it ſhould be this, The Goſpel 
is the Mcthod of God unto Salyation, for therein is the righte- 
ouſneſs of man revealed from faith ro faith, viz. the nivre a man 
believes in Chrift, the more he belieyes he 1s 5ufified by his own 
works, and this is that he lives by, he lives by faith, 7. by be# 
lieving his faich'to be works, © + yo CST ” 
 Hediſproves Fuſtification by works of 4 law as inconfiſtent therewith, 
becauj: all ere fnners, and therefore none can be juſtified by their 
2v0r ks, a»d 07: the other band, that they muſt. be juſtified by faith. © 
- Reſp. One would think this man ſpake now good Divinity, but 
his meaning is, only that: Juſtification of a ſinner by 'the works of 
the old law, is inconſiftent, but not Juſtification by the works of a 
new law 4 whereas the deſign of the Apoſtle throughout is to dif- 
prove the Juſtification of a ſinner by the works of alaw,any lawzhe 
ſpecifies not any one Jaw in particular, unleſs where he ted to -it, 
but when he oppoſeth Warks to Faith in Juſtification, he | Ky of 
law indefinitely excluding all works of any law whatevgr, ſignified 
( then righteouſneſs bad been by a law, but there 'was no ſuck 
W g1Ven» £ ; © oy IT > * 3 Re" 
| $6 . The Apoſtle infiſts largely on this Diſpute againſt } eget 
ay by works, wow it was 4 received Opinion: among the Fews, has 
8 12.42 might be juſtified by the works of the lew, and is was retained by 
any of them, even afser they were converted 10 the faith of Chriſt, as 


rs Aﬀs.21.20.. © => offs (fs 
' Reſp. The Apoſtle inſiſted largely and firenyoyſly on this DiC 
te, in making and proving the dire& oppoſition between Jufti- 
Hication by-the works of apy law period: by us, 'and- Juftifica- 
tion by faith in the righteouſneſs of another, x, Becauſe the Fews 
apere generally bigotted to a-righteouſneſs of ſome law to be per- 
formed by them for Juſtification. - 2, Becauſe they were generally 
ignorant of the righteouſneſs of Chrift, which made them;go about 
£0 eftabliſh their -own righteouſneſs in Point . of Juſtification. 
3+ What he writes to the.converted Fews, he doth, 1. In order 
ro convince them'ot the danger of: joining their own: righteouſ- 
nels in obedience to any law .in Juſtifiation, with the righteouſ- 
£& of Chrift, and this was the danger of the Galatians. 2. He 
warns them of the yanity of the continuance of the works of ; 
WE 4 a +: . 5% 
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ſes's law in order to Salvation, Now Mr. C4. brings the words of 
Fames to Paul, Aﬀs 21. 20. to prove that the converted Fews 
fought Fuftificarion by rhe works of the Law of works : To which I 
aniwer, 

1. That the ynconyerted Fews did none of them expe@ Jufti- 
fication by the works of the law of works, for x. They did not 
took upon their works as perfe& works (though they took the ex- 
ternal obedience to: be what the law mainly looked for which 
Chriſt refutes) for they owned that their external works were 
mixed with much imperfeRion and fin, Elſe 2d!y, They could 
not own the Dodtrine of Sacrifices for fin, wherein they faw the 
finfulneſs of their works, and were convinced at leaſt thereoh 
whether they ſaw by faith the Antitype Genked by them ar no, 
and therefpre could ftand ppon their works in, themſetves perfect, 
in anſwer to the righteoufnefs of that law,, but the fu tification 
by works which they looked for, was by an' imperfet righteouſe 
neſs (as the Neonomjans do) in obedience to-.the law of Moſes, 
which they made their new law, as the Neoynom7ans do the Goſpe), 
and therefore the Apoſtle ſaith, haz rhey ſovght, it as it weve by the 
works of the 1ew, it was Juftification by works: in their ſence, the 
Apoſtle preacheth accordingly againft works, as taken by them- 
elves, Rom. y. | 

Anrſ. 2. As for the converted Fews, ſpoken of, 4s 21. th 
where for the obſervations of ſome things . itt the Obedience. 0 
Moſes his Law, as neceſſary means of Salvation, not aboliſh'd by 
Chrifts coming in the Fleſh z and as the Apt fltes did not ores 
harder upon them in that Point, than ooh if Bags them under 
an indifferency of uſing them or not, provided they haid not the 
ftrefs of their Juſtification thereon, as appears by As 15. So 
here the charge againft Paul, which the Apoſtle Fames would 
have him clear himſelf of, Fas, that he contradifted the Apoftles 
at Feruſalem in permitting the uſe of ſome-Fimiſh Ceremonies as 
indifferent for the preſent. by reaſon of the F-ws weakneſs, thou 
teacheft the Gentiles to forſake Moſes : Npw he ſhewed by his 
complying with Fames, that whatever he taught the Gentiles, yet 
he was not againft complying with the Fews, fo far as to ufe 
yet ſome of Moſes his appointment, prone they made not fack 
Attions of theirs the righteouſneſs of Fuftification, therefore tells 
the Galatians running on that Point, that if they were circumcif- 
ed, Chrift could profit them nothing. Now this is clearly the 
Point he withftands Peter in, and oppoſeth the Galatians, in that 
he made his Saviour a Tranſgreffor by his praftice in judaizing 
contrary to the Do@rine he had preached in Juſtification, by 
Chrifts righteouſneſs alone ; As for the others, they brought in 

G 4 another 
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another Goſpel, not . one, whatever they called it. Hence the 
complaint againft ſome believing Phariſees, Aﬀts 15. 5, was that 
they taught the neceſſity of keeping Moſes's Law -unto full-juftifj- 
cation, the conjoining our righteouſneſs with his, or that his righ- 
teouſneſs meritted ours z and therefore they were to : obſerve Mo- 
ſes his:-Law as their own righteouſneſs (the New Law with them) 
this Dottrine Peter oppoſeth in his fpeech unto ver. 11. to which 
Fames agrees, and propoſeth an expedient, ver.19,20. ſo that what 
the Phariſees attempted at Antioch, and what the Galatians were 
ſeduced to, was only the neceflity of the works of a New Law, as 
a ſole or ſocial righteouſneſs with Chrifts for Juſtification, Pro. 
. 2. "ev . 1 . 
” $. 7. When be diſputes againſt Fuſtification by Works, he means + 

#vly the Works of the Law, | 
- Reſp. He ſhould have. told us what Law the Apoſtles means, 
Moral, or Ceremonial, or New Law $.or whether works of any 
Law whateyer, which we confidently affirm, and it he make Goſ- 
pel works, Law works, he diſputes . againſt them. And this pro- 
Poſition of his, he.is large in proying with. little Proof. 1 It 
appears, he ſaith,.by the Apoſtles, wary, cloſe and reſtriftive way 
of ſpeaking, Kom. 3. 20. The reftriftiveneſs. of that place, we 
Have ſpoken to 3 and ſhewed the place is poſitively againft all 
works of any Law, Again, we have ſhewed that Gal: 2: 20. Is an 
abſolute excluſion of the works of a Law, any Law, . for as Mr. C. 
obſerves che works of a Law, are three times excluded z we ſhall 
not atum agere as near as may be.. Gal. 3, The delign of the 
Apoftle in that Chapter, is to ſhew, 1. That a believer of the 
Gentiles is bleſſed, 2. e. Juſtified by Faith with faithful Abrab am, 
ver. 9. to prove this, he argues thus ; either by Faith, or by 
Works, not by works-of a Law, any Law, for (ſaith he) he that is 
a ſinner, and under a Law for Juſtification, is under a Curſe,. nor 
cannot come from under it by the works of.it: And that you may 
take an inftance of the Voice of any Law, take that of Moſes, ver. 
10, curſed « every one that abideth not in all things written in the book 
of the 1aw. 10 do them, i. e. 5% v6p3,.Moſes his Law. ' Becauſe by a 
Law, any Law,. 70 ff living # juſtified with God, or before God, 
manifeſt, becauſe tbe juſt ſbal] live by faith, and ſhall draw the firſt 
breath of the life of Juftification by faith, and live that life al- 
ways by it, which. is-not. to get life by our own works, but living 
by and upon the righteouſneſs of another by-faith; and thus he ar- 
gues from Moſes's Law. to every Law,, that works. of. neither 
cannot juſtifie 3 and, when he ſpeaks of Moſes his law, he ſeldom 
underftands-the meer Ceremonial Law, but the Moral alſo, as re- 
-aznized under Moſes, and that of Gal.5.4. xeJwpynis Sno: cw Kess, 
_ : —v 
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ye are abdicated from Chriſt whoever of you are juſtified by the works 
of alaw;.in Mr. Cl's. fence it is whoever of you are juſtified by }. 
the. works of ſome 'law only 3 o Pau} oppoſeth Chriſt himſelf-t6 
the works that: are of a Law, Phil. 3. 9. #is own righteouſneſs, he 
faith, is ſuch, viz. this he defires ro be found out of, but in Chriſt, 
viz. his rr he by Faith, which he oppoſeth to bis own, as 
that which he calls the righteouſneſs of God,” in oppoſition to'the 
righteouſneſs of Man. -He faith indeed in one place, Works are mens 
troned in general, Row. 4. 2. Its true, but he takes not Notice how 
often Law is mentioned in general, and ſo the works of a Law 
are 'general' where-ever ſpoken ſo of, But he ſaith, theſe words 
muſt be underſtood with a limitation 100, and be means of the 'ſame 
kind of works, | Q 2 

' Reſp. And therefore the words import thus, 'if Abraham were 
juſtified by ſome kind of works he hath wherein to Glory,but why 
ſhould ſome kind of works give Abraham more cauſe of boaſting 
than others ? He will ſay, becauſe ſome are great and perfett; 
others little and impecfetr, but I ſay there's no ſpecifick difference 
between great and little of the ſame kind'z helides he that attains 
a great End by a ſmall work, hath more 'caule of boafting than 
he that attains it by great work and Labour; therefore a' Man 
may rather boaſt of the works of the Nzw Law, than of the Old; 
and then they are all works oppoſed by him to Faith, for he ſaith, 
the reward is to him that worketh, not that that Expreſſion excludes - 
all works, for Paul could' not be ſo abſurd to expreſs works by 
not working. | ©. 

- $. 8: If Paul underſtood himſelf, &c. We muſt grant and conclud? 
that Paul diſputes only againſt the works of the Law. 175; 

+ Reſp. No doubt he knew his own Mind, and was confiftent 
with himſelf, and” if ſuch plain Expreſſions are intelligible, he 
excludes all works of any Law what ever, but he gives his .reas 
ſon why he means we are juftified by works, 'when he ſaith poſi- 
tively, we are not juſtified by works, and that, be that morkerb- nos, 
but is ungodly. Becauſe they were ſuch works as did frujirate ayd 
evacuate the undertakings of Chriſt, Rom. 4.14. Gals: 4: ''2 

Reſp. So do all works of a Law brought' in for Tighteouſneſ, 
for if the great End of Chriſt's undertaking, was to be vur Juſtia 
fying-righteouſne's, then any works brought into the room there- 
of fruſtrate Chrift's righteouſneſs, but that was the chief End of 
Chriſt's undertaking, - Rom. 4. 25. 2 Cor. 5. 21.. The words 'of 
Rom. 4. 14. Are, if they that be of 4 Law 6e Heirs, i, e. {ich as 
claim by the works of a Law performed: by them, Faith is mdz 
Void, i. e. its go no purpoſe to believe on another for righteoul- * 
neſs, Faith-is made empty of the righteouſneſs of another, xucivw- 
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Jer, and the Promiſe or Goſpel is abdicated, for the ſame thing 
cannot be Law and Promiſe, or Goſpel, and the reafon:is given, 
becauſe you ſee the law of Moſes worketh.wrath, avd where there's 
0 law there's no tranſpreſſion, the law determines the tranſgre{- 
ſion, and the ſinner to: wrath for it, and this doth every law 
whatever. The other Scriptures were fpoken to before. ; 

24 Reaſon, They are ſuch works as be oppoſeth every way to faith, 
and alſo ro Grace, Gal. 4.-4+ therefore they are not faith, or any in» 
herent grace, Gal. 5.4. But be never oppoſeth faith and Goſpel 
Works. | FORT 3 
Reſp. He always oppoſeth Faith and all Works, in the Point of 
Juftification, becauſe Works juftifie by themſelves, but Faith by 
its Objed only. : 

Becauſe Goſpel-works ſuppoſe Faith, or Grace, being tbe fruit of 
Faith, and produ of. Grace. TSA 
- Keſp. A pitiful Reaſon, becauſe a man that runs apace is ſup- 
Poſed to ſee, therefore a man runs by his eyes, and after this 
manner he applies, 1 Cor. 15. 10. by the Grace of God I am what 
1 am—— and laboured more abundantly than they all; ergo, Paul was 
juftified by works, is not thisa very learned conſequence ? 
- 1grant, faith he, faith and works of the law are frequently oppoſed 
by the Apoſtle. | : 

Reſp. Then faith and works of a law are not the ſame, in this 
he gives us the Cauſe. Let us ſee his Conceſſions further :; 

1 gran, ſaith he, 4 meer profeſſion of faith is oppoſed ro works, 
James 2. 14.. 

Reſp. True Faith, fruitful in good works, is oppoſed to falſe 
faith that has no fruits. 
'-2e 1 grant that even Goſpel-works are oppoſed to Grace, (tho not 
30 faith) both in Elefion, Rom. 11. 5,6. and in Vocation, 2 Tim- 


Is 9. 

Reſp. Works of a law, by which a man claims Juftification, are 
= Goſpel-works, but Legal, and they are oppoſed to Grace, 
5th in Ele&Qion, Vocation and Juſtification 5 but as Ele&ion is 
not on the foxetight of any works or righteouſneſs, no not of 
Chrift's, and Vocation is not upon our performance of any works, 
no more is Juſtification. | 

1 grant, God chooſeth not upon foreſight of good wotks, oy faith in us, 
weither call any becauſe they bave faith or good works, bur that they 
may have them, his-Grace is antecedent to any good in us; but now 
the caſe is otherwiſe in reference ro thoſe priviledges which follow Vo- 
cation, for God juſtifies and glorifies us, yet nor as the meritorious 
cauſe thereof, but only as a way, means and quaiification, &c. 

Reſp. Well now the Caſe is altered, Grace gozs-no further than 

Vo- 
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Vocation, there it makes a fland, and man does the reſt himſelf; 
but let us enquire alittle into this Myftery ; Is a man effeftual] 
called and made holy, and yet not juſtified ? for he that is mac 
Holy in order to Juſtification, ſuppoſe qualified and conditionated 
for it, is in order of Nature, holy before juſtified, i; e. ' hath the 
Spirit of Holineſs, the Gift of Grace, and inherent. righteouſneſs, 
whilft a child of wrath, and aQtually under the eurſe of the law; 
2. All Jyftification for Holineſs, becauſe it is the work of a law, 
is meritorious righteouſneſs 3 for there's no law juſtifies hut be- 
cauſe the performance of the condition deſerves it in Juſtice. 
Hence all Qualifications and Means made legally, conditionally to 
the remunerative part of the Law are deſgrving thereof, and me- 
ritorious, and undeniably ſo; for if the abſence of the Qualifi 
cation and 'the Means, or Non-performance of the Condition, 
doth merit or deſerve the Wages of the Sin from the Law, en- 
joyning the ſaid ogy a or Conditions, then having, and 
2rformance thereof, doth upon the ſame Reaſon merit and de- 
erve the Reward of Righteouſneſs z but the Antacedent is true, 
therefore the Conſequent. © EI 
' I. 9. He proceeds with Confidence. 2dly. / do ebſolutely de- 
»y, that a true, Goſpel juſtifying Faith, and Gojpel-Works, are ever 
oppeſed'r one quorher, aud do confidently affirm the contrary, becauſe 
1 have examined all Places where Faith and Works are mentioned, and 
do not find them, if any affirm, let him prove it. SD etna 
R. Mr. CFs Confidence is no Proof, and' his ſearching the 
Scriptures, and not finding ſo plain a Truth, as that Juſtification 
by Faith, is oppoſed to Juftification by Works; argues, but judi- 
cial blindae(s, whereby God hath hardned ,hjs Heart, and blinded 
his Eyes. 2 oie SISA | 
1. As was ſaid befpre all Goſpel-works ( as he calls his New 
Law Works) brought into Juſtification by a Law are legal not 
Goſpel, nov accepted of God but leaves a Man ynder a Curſe. 
2. Thoſe that are Goſpel-works are Fruits of the Spirit, thro” 
the Gift of Grace, and Fruits' of Faith, as they are Fruits of 
Chriſt's Righteouſneſs, believed in to Juſtificationz and no cauſe 
of Juſtification in the leaſt, neither doth the Believer claim Juſti- 
fication thereby, and hence called Goſpel-Wurks z but if he claim 
Juftification by them, they are Works and oppoſed to Faith, but 
tovſe the Name of Goſpel, are 'Legal, droſs and dung, and ftink 
in the Noftrils of God, acither are any ſuch Works the gracious 
Gifcs of the Spirit, or true Faith or the good Fruit of it. For ſuch 
ſeek Righteouſneſs as it were, by the Works of the Law, and ob- 
tain it not. - -- ; | Dy. 
- 3. Now whereas Mr. Cl. here throws down his Gantlet in a 
"Es. - | EY Ambi- 
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Ambiguous manner, we take it up in the true State of the Diffe- 
rence, and confidently affirm, that Juftification by ' Faith is po- 
ſitively oppoſed by the Apoftle Paul to Juftification by any Works 
of a Law whatever performed by us, the proving of which is the 
drift of this whole Diſpute as now managed. 

4. He faith, there was no Coutroverſie about any other Works, but 
the Works of 1he Law. | | 

Reſp. There was no Controverſie about any Works, but the 
Works of a Law, no more is there now, Gal. 5. 4. The Apoſtle 
ſaith, They are abdicated from Chriſt, and fallen from. Grace, that 
ere juſtified by a Law z ſo ſay we. To! 

- S. 10. Propoſition 4. This Law was the whole Body of. the Moſa- 
ical Law, conſiſting of precepts Moral, Ceremonial, and. Fudicialz 
what he ſaith, under this propoſition, about the acceptation of the 
term Law, I think' will not hold all of it with his other Dottrine, 
for he faith its taken. 1. For any wrinen Declaration or Revelation 
of the Will of God concerning our Duty.. 2. Its frequently taken for 
the Moral Law, as Rom. 7.12. 4nd:.Ch. 3. 31. Mat. 5. 17. Luke 
16.17. 3. Its uſed Indefinitely, for the whole Body of the: Law given 
20. Moſes, and therefore he mentions it in ſuch general Terms, 

R. Becauſe Law is uſed in ſo many Senſes in Scripture, and thoſe 
that would introduce Juſtification by Works are apt-to ſlip from 
one Law t9 another, and ſay, as Mr. C1. doth, that though the 
Apoftle deny Juſtification by one Law, yet he intends Juſtificati- 
on by Works of another Law z therefare the Apoſtle excludes our 
Works of any Law whatever, as frequently in his Epiſtles as hath 


been ſhewed, ſo in that expreſs and plain Place, Gal. 3.21. If 


there bad been a Law given which could bave given Life, verily Righ- 
reouſneſs ſhould bave been by the Law? And why is it ſpoken ? It's 
ſpoken 'as a Reaſon, that the Law of Moſes, 8y:uG-, was not 
againſt the Promiſe z 7. e. againſt Juftification by. the; Promiſe 
and Gift of Righteouſneſs, no, the Law of Moſes taken: together 
was ſo far from being againft this way of Juſtification without the 
Works of a Law, that .it- witneſſed to. it, as the Apoſtle expreſ- 
ly ſpeaks, Kom. 3. 21. It did not appropriate the Grace of the Pro- 


miſe to it ſelf, but by the whole Tenor of it witneſſed to the Pro- 


miſe and Righteouſneſs, - The Law of Moſes taken as.a Law, did 


juſtifie none, Gal. 3. 11+For ſaith the Apoſtle, the Law ( 4. e. .. 
as. ſuch ) is not of Faith, ver,:12. The Condition of it being. - 
Works, and therefore Juſtification by: the Law is not Juſtification . 
by Faith, the Apoſtle ſaying further, ver. 18. If the Inheritance be. 


of 4 Law, than no more of Promiſe, ver. 19. For what end ſerved 


the Law given by Moſes ? * Anſm. It was added, becauſe of 
Tranſgrefhion, till the. Seed ſhould come. to whom the Promiſe - 


WAS 
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was made, 7, e: Chrift, but why ? added for two.Ends. 1; That 
Sin might be diftinaly. known by the Moral Part, -as the Apoftle 
by the Knowledge of Sin. . 2, That by the Ceremonial Law there 
might be a Typical Redemption and Satisfattion held forth unto 
them, through which-they might have a ſight of Faith, and of the 
trve Sacrifice held forth unto them. 

S. 11. Propoſition 5. The Law was looked upon by the Car-, 
nal Jews as a Covenant of Werks, Mat. 19. x6. Granting that it 
was z yet not to be fulfill'd by a perfe& Obedience, but by imper- 
fet, as appears by his Words, hat good thing ſhall I do that 1 may. 
inberis Eternal Life? As much as to ſay, I have done Good and. 
Evil, T would know what that good thing is whereby I may be 
righteous to Life Eternal. AHe-depreciates the Law calling it a Mi- 
niſtration of Death and Condemnation, 2 Cor. 3.7, 9. It was the. 
true Senſe of the Apoſtle, that the Law of Moſes or any other 
Commands of God, underſtood uſed, and applicd as a Law . for 
Juftification by the Works of it, is a Miniftration of Death, and 
not of Faith, and as a Ceremonial Law, which Heb. 6. 19. is 
made nothing and by it felf perfet, it being.Typical, and the 
Type abſolutely confidered, could not purifie them as to Conſci- 
ence. The Apoſtle faith, it was weak' through our weakneſs, 
Rom. 8, 2. We being not able to come to the Terms of this, nor 
of any other; and Kom. 6. 14. ſaith we, z. e. Believers are not 
under a Law, but under Grace for Juſtification, as much as to ſay, 
you take the Do&rine of Grace to be a licentious Dottrine. but 
believe it, its the legal DoGtrine that leads to Sin, not the Dottrine 
of Grace ; beſides the Apoſtle ſhews plainly, that to look for Ju- 
ſtification by the Law of Moſes, or of any other is to be Married 
to it, which he ſhews Kom. 7. is quite contrary to our Marriage 
to Chriſt, by Faith, while we are in expeQation of Juſtification 
by a Law, we are held in Bondage, but being by the true Sence 
of the Nature of it Dead to it, it becomes Dead to us ; 

Now we are delivered from- the Law, that being Dead wherein 
we were held; and there's no other Husband comes in the room of 
the Dead Law, nov new Law, but Chriſt only. And the Oppol- 
tion ( ſaith Mr. C1, is only between the Law of Works and the 
Law of Faith; if he make the Law of Faith to be a Law of Works 
then itsno.Oppoſition at all, becauſe both are a Law of Works ; 
and why I pray.is Juſtification by Faith, Juſtification by Works, 
doth the Apoſtle ſpeak any where of a new Law or the Works of 
ice, No he ſpeaks of-the Law of. Faith, Let us ſce then what is in 


-., That Expreſſion, Rom. 2. 27, 28. 


- -  $-.12:--The. Apoſtle: baving told us, how we are Fuſtified freely 


w 
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elefantly wliete is boafting then ?- 7. e, Of our own Righteouſ- 
neſs, ſaith its ſhut quite ont a Deors. By what Law ? doth 
afly Law fhiit out boaſting? No ſaith the Apoſtle, doth not 
Wotks ? Nay, they cauſe boafting. what Law ther? Such a Law, 
if you wilt have a Law, as the Nature of Faith, its in the very 
Nature of Faith to ſhut out Worksz therefore we conclade, that 
ve are joftifie by Faith without the, Works of a Law is not Ju- 
ftification by Faith atnd Works here plainly oppoſed ? Now that 
Law is taken for the Nature of a Thins, many Inſtances might be 
yen, | but for the preſent take Ko «7. 23. {0 Kon. $. 2. The 
7 is the Natnire of the Spirit of Life that is in Chriſt. Let us 
ſee what Senfe it will be in the Neonomiah Interpretation, where 
3s boaſting then ? it is excluded, by what Law ? Works, 7. e. the 
Old Law of Works, nay 5 but by the Works of the New Law 
Work, excludes boafting of Works, boaſting is excluded not by 
the Law of Works, but by the Law of Works; therefore we ton- 
clude; that a Man is juftified by Works without Works, not by 
ſdme; but by other Works, E | 
C$. 13. Propofition 6. The Works or Deeds of this Lew are ſuch 
as are performed by our own Strength in Obedience thereto, ſuch as 
Adam had in the State of Innocency, bence talled their own Righteouſ- 
neſs, Rom. 10. 3, | SN | 
R, 1 enquire whether giving Strength and Power to perform 
Works hinders them from being Works of the Law, or would it 
have hindred Adams had he , and T marvel that any Man 
will ſay, that 44m in innocency had nor Strength given him by 
God, but whether he had or had not, it makes nothing to the 
Point in Hand, which is the Confideration of the Reſpe& or Rela- 
tion that Works have to the Law, which enquire not how a Matt 
came by his Monty, brtt whether it be Good and Cutrent, Rom. 
16. 3. 15 falſly explained, as we ſhall fſhew anon ; neither doth the 
Spirit of God favi rengthen us to the performance of any 
orks of our own for Juſtification, and ſuch as any Man claims 
by, are not Gofpet-Obedience nor performed by the Spirit. 
| &. 14. Propoſition 7. They were fach Works as did admit of 


boaſting, Rom. 3. 27. Eph. 2. 9. Rom. 4. 2. For what we do of our 


ſelves withour the belp of another we may boiſt of ? 

. Can it be ſuppoſed that any underftanding Fews or Gentile, 
do think they can Fo good upon a meer natural or moral Conſj- 
deration without Help and Strength from Go. 2. How ſhall 
Men know they have fupetnatural Aﬀiftance, its certain they have 
it not graciouſly, when they aim by their Duties to ſet up them- 
ſelves for juſtifying Righteouſneſs, 3. The boaſting ſpoken of in 
the Places mentioned, is glorying before God ſitting on a Throne 

| of 
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of Juſtice diſpenſing it by a Law, now that Perſon that doth come 


- with his own Righteouſneſs in his own Hand, and will fay here 


are my Works, Faith, Obedience, Repentance, Sincerity perforin« 
ed by me, juftifie me for themg or by them, this is the glorying 
the Apoſtle excludes, and Faith always excludes, and the Apo- 
file ſaith, Gods giving the Reward upon theſe Terms is paying 
of a Debt, and not of Grace, for whatever is demandable upon 
our own Perforrhances itt a way of Juſtice is not of Grace, The 
Apbftle to Eph. 2. ſpeaks v. 7. of God ſhewing forth the Riches 
of his Grace in Juftification ( as appears by foregoing Context J 
of vile miſerable Sinners, and faith, its in his kindneſs to ns thro? 
Chrift, and then v. 8. gives the Reaſon, For by Grace are we ſa- 
ved ( Juſtification being an eminent part of Salvation ) through 
Ftith ( receiving that Juſtification and Salvation ) now Ieaft an 
one ſhould call this Faith, Works, as the Neonomians do, he poſt. 
tively excludes all Works, arid not of Works, riot through Faith 
as a Work, and leaft any one ſhould-ſay, he is beholding only to 
kimſelf for his Faith ; he tells us, its a Gift of God, and its 2 
Gift of Sanftification not of Juftification. as appears by the Text, 
that's only the Obje& of Faith, the Righteouſneſs of Chrift. | 

&. 15. Propoſition 8. Theſe Works [| viz. of the Old LawJ 
are meritorious, implied in that Deſcription, Rom. 10. 5+ 

Reſp. The Deſcription the Apoſtle gives there of Legal Works 
is ſuch as belongs to all Law-works, for there's no Law that eri- 
Joins petfonal Obedience for the Condition, let it be more 
or leſs, but it makes the ſaid Obedience metitorious, and the 
promiſed Reward a Debt, Ko”. 4. 4. and this Merit belongs fot 
only to the Law of Works at firft, but to all Works of any Law 
for Juſtification, theſe are the Works a Man may boaſt of, tho* 
he teceive thetn as Gift from another, for if a Man gives the 
Gtace of God in Works, in! payment to the Law of God, he paies 
God you will fay in his own Coyn, but yet his preſenting them to 
God for Juftification, in Satisfattion to a Law, is high abuſe of 
the Grate of God perverting to an end that God never intended, 
The Law of Faith, which he tells of was never intended tobe a 
Law of Works, for the Apoſtle uſeth it in Oppoſition to Works, 
and to prevent the Miftake theſe Men are run upon, viz. that 
they ſhould underftand the Work of Faith to be meant by himy 
where he ſaith, it is of Faith that it may be of Grace, becauſe 
Faith aſcribes nothing to it ſelf as fulfilling to any Law, it is ſaid 
by the Law of Faith, either according to the nature of true Faith, 
as hath been ſaid, or elſe according to the Ordination of God, 
thae we ſhould be juſtified by Faith without Works, Gods Ordi- 
nation of Thing as fo the End, and Means, doth not always make 
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it a Law of Sanion; God hath ordained to give Faith, to give the 
Spirit, to give the Relation of Children. Doth God. give them in 
a Law, Do this and live ? "& AA Yi 5 
''$. 16, Propoſition 5. Theſe Works are perfe@: and unſmning 
Works. 5.03; LLP 
- Reſp. This is a great Miſtake, that God hath brought in fin- 
ning VVorks for Juſtification, inſtead of perfe&t VVorks. 1; God 
never made a Law where finning VVorks, were the Condition of 
the Law, this would be contrary to his Holineſs and Juſtice. . But 
if God makes a Law wherein he ſaith do apd Jive, let the doing be 
more or leſs, perfe&t or imperfe&, yet a Man doing the thing 
commanded, his VVork is rewarded as meritorious; and its per- 
fe& as to the Law, that it is to be righteous in the Sence of the 
Law, and to be meriterious. He that performs the Condition of 
a Law, and he never fins at all in the Eye of the Law, therefore 
all juſtifying Righteouſneſs in any Law is unſinning, therefore 
this.Plea will ſerve no more for Eje&tion of the VVorks of . the 
Old Law, than for the Ej&ion of the VVorks of the New Law 
out of Juſtification. Hence we ſee the pretence of caſting out the 
VVorks of the Old Law is frivolous and vain, becauſe they are 
performed by our Strength, which none can pretend to, no not 
Adam in Innocencyg or becauſe they introduce boaſting when the 
VVorks of any Law do, when Juſtification is pleaded for thereby, 
they are meritorious, when the VVorks of any Law are ſo, or they 
are unſinning and perfe&t, when the VVorks, of any Law muſt be 
ſo, or el(e it juſtifies not. 
-.F. 17. Prop. 10. The Jews many of them did Conceit and Fancy 
that they. could yield perfe# Obedience .to this Law ſo as 10 need no 
Pardon. This be would prove from, Luke 16, 15, and Luke 18. 9. 
Reſp. It is not to be granted, that a People that offered ſo ma- 
ny Sacrifices for Sin, ſhould think they could yield perfe& Obe- 
_ dience to the Law of God. That of Luke 16. proves not his Aſ- 
ſertion; for Chrift ſpeaks only of the Juſtification before Men by 
their external Actions, and he ſhews that neither their external 
nor internal would juſtifie them before God, and beſides, he tells 
them that which Men account Righteouſneſs, God looks upon as 
an Abomination. 'Nor that Chap, 19. 9. for he there condemns, 
plainly looking for Juſtification by Mens own Righteouſneſs, and. 
trufting to it. VVhat doth a Neonomian do lels then they, -when 
he: looks upon himſelf as Righteous ro Juftification by his own 
Righteouſeſs ? thence he gives the Inftance of the proud Phariſee, 
and-poor Publican, he faith, the Pu9lcan of the two lookt more 
like a- Juſtified Perſon, becauſe ke renounced his own. Righteouſ- 
n<{$,..and applicd himlclf wholly to the Mercy of God, ts a POO 
7 6 in- 


Sinner not pleading aifiy works at all of any kind. 2. Tt is to be 
ſuppoſed the carnal Fews did 160k for Juſtification by their own 
Righteouſneſs, tho' they looked not at themſelves as Righteous 
in perfe&t performance of the Moral Law ; for it ſo, they could 
not have been ſo Zealous for Moſes his ceremonial Law, the Chief- 
eft part whereof, was the Levitical Priefthood and Sacrifices, they 
could not but know tHat the very High-Prieſt ſinned, and offeret 
firſt for bis own Sins, arid then for the Sins of the People 5 yea, that 
Sir! polſuted their hotiefſt things, and therefore Sacrifices for Sin 
were offered for them, yea, all ſprinkled with Blood, But they 
having ſuch apprehenſions of their Juſtification, as the Neonomt- 
ans have of theirsz they fall under the (eyere remarks of the 
Lord Chrift and his Apofttes- | 

1, They looked upon Moſes his Law, as that which was thei? 
New Law for Juſtification by imperfe& Righteouſheſs, in 0 ppoti- 
tion to the Old Law, iis firſt given to Ad4n in Innocency, 

2. They looked upon the Sanition of the Law of Works as to 
perfeCtion, to be abrogated or relaxed, that God would accept 
them for their ſincerity in Tmperfe&t works 3 ſo Paul in his unre- 
generacy. L 
\ 3- They looked to the Opus operdtum in all Obedience to Moſes his 
Law, for becauſe, 1. They looked for forgiveneſs by the Offer- 
ing up of Sin-Offering, meerly without looking to the Antitype 
by Faith. 2. They looked upon the moſt material part of the 
Law of Works to be taken up into Moſes his Law, their New 
Law, now its Impoſſible but the New Law to them ( it ever any 
ſuch thing was Exhibited and diſpenſed by Moſes his Law, which 
indeed ( being ſpiritualy underſtood, was the F:ws Golpel ) 
therefore ſaith the Apoſtle, they ſought Righreouſneſs, Rom. g. As 
ir were, by the Works of a Law, tho' it was imperiett, yet 
the works of a Law, and never attained to a law of Righteouſnels, 
and why ? Becauſe they went to Eſtabliſh their own imperteCt 
Righteouſneſs, but ſought not after a true perie& Righreouſneſs 
which was not their own, but Chriſts, Rom. 10.3.4. Now faith the 
Apoſtle, theſe are engaged in a great miſtake, for they think to 
have a Juſtification by an impeptett partial Obedience, but they 
become hereby Dehtors tg keep the whule Law of Moſes, Morat 
and Ceremonial, but ſuch as ſeek ſuch Juſtification by Law- 
Works, either Legal or Evangclical, ( for the New-Law mufr 
be ſuch, elſe they were not favedeven as we ) are abticated fron! 
Chriſt, ard fallen from Grate, Gal. 3. 3,4. As for the words of 
the rich Man, Zuke 11.21. Andas to Pau!'s ſentiments in his un- 
regeneracy, PLil. 3. 6, They are to he unnderftood only as to 
common account, and groſs Atticns, aot that Paut thoight he 

H Was 
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was perfect as to Moral-Obedience, but that he was imperfeQly 
righteous, by ſome degrees of moral obedience, together with his 
Mofaical Expiation for Sin, and this is no other than his New- 
Law righteouſneſs, hence Rom. 7.9. be was alive without the law 
oncegt. e, he once laid alide the thoughts of the ſpirituality and 
exattnels of the righteouſneſs of the true law of God, and there- 
fore caſt it off, but was wholly taken up with a New-Law righte- 
vuſneſs, imperfett, and that God would accept this to Juſtifica- 
tion 3 but when he came to ſee the true law, and what righteoul- 
ne(s he muſt be juſtified by, or periſh eternally, then ſin revived, 
then he could.ſee fin with a vengeance in himſelf, and died to all 
Juſtification by his works, or by a law; of what kind ſoever it 
WAS, 

F. 18, There's one place yet behind under the branch of Negative, 
1 Cor. 4.4. 1 know nothing by my ſelf, yet am I not hereby juſtified, 

Reſp. This place is againſt Mr. C1. for here are two things in 
it; Hetells us of a twofold Judgment of God that he looked for. 
i. That of his Perſon. 2. The regularity and ſincerity of his 
Attions and Deportment, Whatever Cenſures Men were ready 
to paſs upon him, yet he had the teſtimony of a good conſcience, as 
chap. 1. but whatever his fimplicity and godly lincerity was, he 
expeCted not to be juſtified by it 3 but it might be ſaid, your aQi- 
ons are condemned by men, and there's none that doeth good and 
fimeth not, and fo may you in diſcharge of your Apoſtleſhip ; He 
ſaith, as to my ations, God knows what they are, and he will 
teltifie to them before the World that condemns them, when he 
ſhati come and lay open the ſecret and hidden things of darkneſs ; - 
therefore he diſowns plainly Juſtification by New-law- works, and 
he appeals plainly tothe Judgment of God, as to his ways and 
wo;ks, to be ſuch wherein he is Evangelically, thro Chriſt, ap- 
proved of God, as ſuch as are regular, ſincere, and from a true 
Principle, renouncing Juſtification thereby, but deſiring to walk 
in all well-ptealing to God in Santtification, 

S. 19. It is now time to look back a little, and take notice of 
the great Challenge Mr. Cl. makes, 7 do abſolutely deny true Goſpel = 
works and juſtifying faith are oppoſed one to another 3 which is very wn= 
fairly made as to the Terms, whereas, Jultifying-Faith and Goſ- 
pel-Works, as the fruits of juſtifying are conſeataneous, as Cauſe 
and Effeas, and therefore as ſuch, in their due place, they arsz not 
oppoſite one to anothet z but let the Queſtion be ſtated right, and 
we will receive the Challenge, Whether the Scripture doth not oppoſe 
faith and works, as ſuch, of all ſorts in the point of Fuſtification ? We 
affirm that it doth, and a little Logick-Lighr here is not amils, 
10 contider that diſtinguiſhing Properties of Oppofites for diſten- 

taneous 
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taneous Arguments are diverſt vel oppoſite, diverſ#'s diſſent only 
in acertain reſpe&, may be in the ſame ſubje&t at the ſametime ; 
a man may be rich and. wiſe too, in a different reſpeR, at the ſame 
tire, . But as for oppoſites, they do diſagree both. in reſpe&, and 
indeed really in their nature, and muſt have their proper diſtin- 
gviſhing Properties, which are, that they canfivt be attributed to 
the ſame thing, to the ſame place, and in the ſame reſpe@, nor at 
the ſame time ; ſo that one of theoppofites being atirmed, the other 
muſt be denied. Now then, according to the true logical accepta- 
tion of feith and works in Juſtification, they are oppoſed expre-. 
ſly, and they are contreria oppoſite unum uni © adverſs contraria 
affirmanrie que inter ſe velut e regione perpetad adverſantur. Now 
then, ns _ 

Arg. 1. If Faith arid Works of 2 Law are not oppoſed in Juſtifica- 
tion, om 4 {Ba may be ted 6 Faith aud Works in the rg 
the Apoſtle, and in the ſame reſpett : Butt the conſequence is: noc 
true, the minor is proved, that Paul doth not intend that any 
Man is juſtified at the ſame time, and in the ſame reſpe&t, by 
Faith and Works too z for then atl his difpute againft one and for 
the other,would be very unfair, to ſay a Man is nut juſtified by the 
Works of a Law, and yet that he is juſtified by the Works 
of a Law, let us take Kom. 3, 28. a concluſion drawn from the 
Excluſion of the deeds of a Law from Juftification, therefore we 
conclude that a Man nl mane by Faith, without the deeds of a. 
Law. Let Mr. Cl. conftrue it better if he can : y2s, ſaith he, bis 
meaning is without the deeds of the. Law of Innocency, but nos withous 
the deeds of the New Law ; 1, e. the Law of Faith : Its ſtrange the 
Apoſtle ſhould ſpeak then Excluſively, of all works indefinitely; 
the Apoſtle might as well have ſaid, therefore we. conctude a 
Man is juſtified by the deeds of a Law,and it had been a more pro- 
bable conclufion, ſeeing he juſt before had mentioned the Law of 
Faith, by which might be underftood only the Nature'and- Or - 
dination of Faith, as a receptive Grace of the obje&ive-Grace of 
Juſtification : It is plain, the Apoftle hath not the leaft. intention 
to underſtand the Fruit of Faith, nor Faith as a Work of a Law, 
for if he had, he would not have ſaid ſo poſitively, therefore we 
conclude that a Man is juftified by Faith, without the deeds of a. 
Law ; and its impoſſible to ſpeak any thing as oppoſites; if theſe 
are not ſo ſpoken, they are not ſpoken as diver/a, but one is af- 
firmed of the Subject, and the other abſolutely denyed, a Man 
cannot be juſtified by Faith in the Apoſtles ſence, and by Works 
at once z dut if Faith juftifie as works, then Works and Faith are. 
the ſame in the Apoftles ſenſe, and to be juſtified by Faith and by 
Works the ſame, and fo the Apoftle ſpeaks non-ſenſe. : 

H 2 | Arg. 2, 


100 Dk Julkification by Wozks., 

Arg, 2. That which excludes Works of a Law in Fuſtification, is 
oppoſed ro Works of a Law in Fuſtification z but Faith excludes Works 
of a Law in Fuſiification : Ergo, and Minor, Its the Law, Nature 
and Ordination of Faith to exclude Works, or it (elf as a Work, 
yea, Faith becomes uſeleſs in Juſtification, its abdicated from Ju- 
ſtification, if it puts in as a work of a Law, yet it cannot be a 
Goſpel work, nor can any other work be ſo, that puts in for Juſtifi- 
cation 3 it is impoſſible any thing ſhould have a jot of Goſpel in it, 
that isa deed of a Law for Juſtification, it is a legal work, it 
makes it ſo. It is the greateft contradiftion in the world to ſay, 
weare juſtified by our Goſpel works. . | 

Again, to prove the Minor further, That which excludes the 
deeds of a law by an eſſential property, is oppoſite to works 3 bus the 
law, nature or ordination of faith excludes the deeds of « law by an 
eſſential property, wiz. boaſting in claiming the reward for the work 
done 3 this faith, or the law of faith doth, it renounceth all ſelf- 
righteouſneſs, and renounceth it ſelf 3 as ſuch it comes to Chriſt, 
and for his righteouſneſs, naked and empty z its not true faith un- 
leſs it be ſo, unleſs it take Chrift only for himſelf, and his righte- 
ouſneſs alone to Juſtification. 

$. 20. Arg. 3. Faith alſo % oppoſed to works, Rom. 4. 5, 
-where the righteouſneſs of faith #s imputed to him that worketh nor, 
but 5s ungodly ; there faith is oppoſed to works, but in the Juſti- 
fication of Abraham it was ſo, and is ſo in every Believer, accord- 
ing to the Apoſtle, for Juſtification cannot be there by faith as a 
work, for then it were falſe to ſay, righteouſneſs is imputed to bim 
that worketh not, viz. for Fuſtificationz for if faith juſtificth as a 
; work, then God juſtifieth him that worketh. 

Arg. 4. If faith and works in the point of Fuſtification evacuate 
ove another, then they are oppoſed, but faith and works do thus evacuate 

_ each other, Ergo, &c. The conſequence cannot be denied, . where 
one deſtroys another they cannot be together in the ſame ſubject, 
therefore contrary z for the Minor the Apoſtle is clear, Rom. 4. 14s 

if they thas be of the law be heirs, i. e. thoſe that are of the works 
of the law for Juſtification, xex5+w)a: y mig, x xoTH Y 17H H 

' Erayyraic, faith is evacuated, aud the promiſe abdicated ; tor faith 
making it felf a work, is felo de ſe, and throws off the free proe 
miſe, and takes the reward as Debt, and not of Grace. 

. 2t. Arg. 5- That which # not of faith in Fuſtification, # op- 
poſed ro faith in Fuſlification, at leaſt in genere diſparatorum, 
but the law and deeds of it # not of _ i. e. be that works for Fu- 
Rification on legal terms, is not one thar's juſtified by faith : And what's 
theſe terms, the man that doth them ſhall live in them 5 now then, if 


its of faith to ſay, I am of the works of a law, and 1 ſhall live 
in 
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in my faith, becauſe its the term of a law, if ſo, the law ſhould be 
of faith, and faith of the law, contrary to the Apoſtle, Galatians 
2o I2, ; | 7 ' 

Arg. 6. There's nothing more plain than the oppoſition the le 
cies ln Fuſtificarion by faith and works, Gal. 2. a 
Apoſtle ſays it was a known thing to Peter and the Apoſtles, 
that a man is not juſtified by the works of a law (if he meant an 
ng of the law of faith, why did he not expreſs it) but by 
the faith of Jeſus z wherefore is this Amtithefis, if no oppoſition 
between faith and works in Juſtification ? (he ſhould have ſaid in 
the Neonomian ſenſe, knowing we are not juſtified by the works 
of a law, but by the works X the law of faith.) we have beliey- 
ed in Jeſus Chriſt, that we- might be juſtified by the faith of 
Chriſt (now leaſt any ſhould ſay, this faith in Chriſt is a work 
of the new law) he ſaith, and »or by the works of « law,for in thy ſight 
ſhall no fleſh living be juſtified by them. Now I pray,were any ſaved 
under the Old Teſtament, they will ſay preſently, yes, by the 
works of the New Law 3 nay, but the Spirit of God ſaith poſi- 
tively, 70 fleſh living was ever juſtified, no not by a new law, 
VVill any man dare then to venture his Juſtification upon works 
of a law old or new ? Doth the Apoſtle ſay, we have believed 
in Jeſus that we may be juſtified by the works of the law of faith ? 
So he ſhould have faid to have expreſſed his meaning in theſe 
mens ſence : No, he faith, to prevent all miſtakes in this: kind, 
not by the work of a law, and he provesit: And he adds, for 
ConviQion of Peter of his Error in complying with the Fudatzing 
Chriſtians, if we, i. e, you and I, ſeek ro be juſtified by Chriſt, we 
are worſe, are found tranſgreſſors, by .endeavouring by our pra- 
&ice to build People up in Juſtification by their own righteouſ- 
we the works of a law, which we have deſtroyed by our Mi- 
niſtry. |} 

C 22. Arg. 7. The oppoſition js full, Rom. 2. 20, 21, 22. 
where the righteouſneſs of 4 law is dire41y oppoſed to the righteouſ- 
meſs of faith as two righteouſneſſes oppoſuxe in Fuſl ification z, there is, 
an oppoſition ; But in the Juſtification of a ſinner, the righteouſ- 
neſs of faith and works are ſo oppoſed in the ſaid place for 
by the righteouſneſs of a law, he ſaid, hal 20 fliſh living be juſtified 
in the fight of God, he ſhould have added his exception, if he had 
intended men were to be juſtified by the righteouſneſs of rhe 
new law, and his reaſon is, that by 4 law is the knowledge of ſing 
7.e. conviction of fin, but no remedy ; for the law only makes 
a ſinner guilty before God: and his own Conſcience z but how 
then juſtited © Anſw. It is by another righteouſneſs (the git 


of God) which we have not pertormed, but which is received by 
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faith, therefore called the righteouſneſs of God which ic by faith, 
[without our law-performances ] but the righteouſneſs of Chriſt 
who fulfilled the law, this is that which is in and upon every 
Believer 3 But, faith Mr. Cl. linfer, we are not juſtified by the 
five rigbreouſnefs of Chrift (p. 46.) or bis obedience 10 the law of 
works imputed 16 #6-—— for then we are juſtified by the law or Co- 
venant of works, &C. | | 

Reſp. Fhe fame inference will hold jf only the paſſive obedi- 
ence of Chriſt be imputed ; for what was that but fulfiling the 
Covepant of Works in 'Satisfa&tion. - All that Chriſt did or ſuf- 
fered was obedience to the Covenant of Works, and his righte- 
ouſneſs is juſtifying to us before God in foro legis, the differ- 
ence of Law and Goſpel lying here, in the Covenant of Grace, 
That our righteouſneſs for Fuſtif cation is 10t of our own performance 
of obedience t0 the law, for that is legal only 3 but our Goſpel- 
righteouſneſs is Chriſt's perfect rug of the moſt legal 


pi and this freely beſtowed on us, and received by 
aith, BED As | 
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CHAP. XII. 
Df the Tmputation of Chaiſts Righte- 


Setion 1. Ar. HB. infiſts on Juſtification by Works. 
' '&. 2. He ſaith,the Imputation of Chriſt®s righteouſneſs 15 
not found in Scriptnre.” S. 3. His Third Argument 
againſt ' Imputation of Chris Righteouſneſs. S. 4. Of 
IHmputation of Chriſt's paſſive Obedience. FS. 5. How 
far his Argument agrees with Socinus. F. 6. He ſeeks 
to avoid the Socinian Rock. F. 7. Adtive and paſ- 
frve Obedience of Chriſt imputed. S."8. His fur- 
ther inference. S.'g9. Chriſt came to procure a New 
Law,” F. 10. Of theProteſtant's Appeal. 4 


Set. 1.] Shall here take Mr. #7, in hand, becauſe 1 find he is 
rt moſt politive in the denial of it upon all accounts, on- 
ly he tells us of imputation of effefts, which are-not imputable, 
! pr "hs. WOES OY . »?: 6 1 and 
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and beſides is a total denial of Imputation of Chriſt's Righte- 
ouſneſs it ſelf, His Arguments are 1. Taken from the places of 
Scripture that ſeem to evince the imputation of our , own 
righteouſneſs to us for Juſtification, VVhat he ſaith of bozſt- 
ing and merit hath bin ſpoken to already, the latter he doth at- 
ter many Good Morrows, in a manner grant, whereby his Do- 
E&rine is eradicated by the Apoſtle, He tells us, the large extert 
of Chrift”s righteouſneſs 10 all the world in procurement of 4 law of 
Grace, which Dottrine I have ſhewed the abſurdity and vanity 
of elſewhere. Jt manifeſt in Scripture (Mediocr. p, 20.) that gcod 
works, boly duties, aud performances are accepted of God - and re- 
warded. 

Reſp. It is true, but acceptation of good works doth not prove 
juſtification of their perſons by them, nor the rewardivg them z 
for A4bel's perſon being juſtified by faith, his ſervices were alſo 
accepted in the ſame righteouſneſs he was juſtified by, and re- 
warded graciouſly in Chrift z yea, his works were witneſſed tg 
by God before the World 3 but ſuch approbaticn of works as the 
fruits of faith, is not Juſtification in God's ſight, in the fri 
eye of his Juſtice. That place of Matth.19.17. If thou wilt enrer 
into life, keep the commandments, where Chrift anſwers him ac- 
cording to the true tenor of his queftion, which was, what good 
may I do that I may inherit eternal life ? Mr, Z7. and Mr. C1. muſt 
needs ſay, that he ſought for righteouſneſs by an old-law righ- 
teouſneſs, which doth appear by Chriſt's Anſwer and his Reply, 
Indeed the whole of Chrift's Diſcourſe ſcems clearly to evince 
that Chriſt confuted his Confidence in his own righteouſneſs, and 
convinced him of it, becauſe Chrift gave him a Commanq that 
put him to the »on-plus, and ſent him away ſorrow ful, and there: 
fore is no proof of Juſtification, for he was not juſtified The 
Apoſtle, Kom. 2. 7. ſpeaks after 'the tenor of -the Covenant of 
Works, which requires perſeverance in good works, not at all of 
works or doing, as juſtifying righteouſneſs ; that of ' 2 Tim. 4. 
7, 8. ſpeaks of Gods acceptation of the ſervices of the Apoſtles, 
and rewarding them in Chrift, but nothing of bis righteouſneſs 
for Juſtification, which was Chriſt's only that he dehred to be 
found in 3 that of Marth. 25.34. hath the ſame import, come ye 
bleſſed, &c. it holds only God's owning and declaring rhe acc2pr- 
ance of the works and ſervices of the Saints, as perfor med by 
faith in Chriſt alone for the accepting their Perſons and Servyi- 
ces 3 beſides, it appzars ſuthciently by the context. they never 
brought their works to account for Fuſtifcation, He brings in 
alſo Ezek. 18.26,27. Which 1s as li:tle to the purpale, The Lord 
there anſwers a charge the People had again! him, in not deai- 
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ing uprightly, equally and juſtly with them, v. 25, which the 
ord anſwers, T hat he always had and would deal with them 
that ſtood upon their own righteouſneſs according to the tenor 
of the law ; if you are able to ſtand the teft of your own righte- 
. Ouſneſs you ſhall be tried by it, yea, IT will deal not only righte- 
ouſly with you according to my law, but condeſcendingly, it you 
are able to turn from tin to righteouſneſs, and abide in it, and 
not turn to ſin again, but all this is to ſhew them their folly in 
truſting to their own righteouſneſs and ability to perform it, for 
he ſaith, v. 31. caſt away all your tranſgreſſions, i. e. there's not 
the guilt of any muft ly upon you, and make you a new heart, and 
a new ſpirit 3 where he challengeth them to do that which no 
natural man can dog but becauſe they ſtood upon their own 
righteouſneſs and natural aþilities, God brings them to the tefk 
for their ConviQtion, that they might fly to his Grace both for 
Juſtification and SanEification, which fully appears by the Pro- 
miſe, chap 36. 25, 26, 27. Where both are ſaid to be of God, and 
Rot of our ſelves. He alledgeth alſo the 'tenor of the Law, be 
that doth them ſhall live in them, i, e, ſaith he, he ſhall be juſtified in 
them. | AY Og | 
Reſp. Now its ſtrange a man ſhould be fo abſurd to bring the 
expreſs tenor of the Covenant of Works to be that of the Cove- 
nant of Grace, when its poſitively affirmed, that this tenor of 
the law is not of faith, dir-&ly oppoſed to that righteouſneſs of 
faith, Gal. 3. 12. Nay, he is'not content with this downright 
contradittion to the Spirit of God, he goes on, If y6u make a que- 
Non, there is another Text muſt convince you, The juſt ſhalt live by 
faith, to live by our faith s to be juſtified by tro 
_ "Reſp The man, 1 ſuppoſe, ſaid theſe things by roat, not 
minding the Text, he ſays there's another Text, but names not 
where, but its applied to the matter in hand, Gal, 3. 11. the ve- 
ry recitirig whereof will be anſwer enough to him. The Apoſtle 
was proving, 4 man is not juſtified by the works of the law, [ per- 
fealy or imperfettly performed] x evident, for the juſt ſhall Iive 
by faith,” i. e. he that is righteous, is righteous by the righteouſ- 
neſs of faith, and this is the 1ighteouſne(s which his faith, as its 
food, feeds npon' during his life of Juſtification. T2 
| & 2. His ſecond Argument is, (Medtoc. p. 19, 20.) When this 
very Phrofe of the” impurazion of | Chriſls rigticonfh * not found 
71 Scripture, So ſaith Mr. Cl. = II Tp; | 
Reſp. That imputation 'of righteouſneſs is found in Scri- 
ture, it cannot be denied, as in the inftance of 4brabam, Rom. 4. 
Now our adverſaries will grant us this Dilemma. that either it 
was Chrilt's righteouſnclſs-was imputed to him, or his own, not 
7, 4 46 . : Ee . % D465 k , his 
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bis own, becauſe he was ungodly when juſtified, for when be was 
ungodly, ſaith the Text, faith was imputed to bim for righteonſneſs z 
what of faith ? ſure it was no other than the thing he believed, 
Feſus Chriſt and bis righteouſneſs, whoſe day of expiation he ſaw, 
this was imputed to him for righteouſneſs, For if Abrabam ſaw 
Chrift's day, it was the day of his Sacrifice and Expiativn 3 for - 
this end he came into the world, and the Good News or Goſpel 
preached unto- him was Chrift in the Promiſe, Gal. 3.8. aud the 
ſame righteouſneſs the heathen was 10 be juſtified by, Ibid. Faith 
wherever its ſaid to be accounted for righteouſneſs, or wherever 
we are ſaid to be accounted righteous, its to be underftood obje- 
&ively, and put for the righteouſneſs that it does eye and lay 
hold upon. But 24ly, Ts not Chrifts righteouſneſs ſaid in Scri- 
pture to be imputed to us ? let us a little examine Scripture 2 
Firft, whether its not in Rom. 4. where Imputation is often men« 
tioned. The Apoftle Rom.4.21,22. obſerves Abrabam believing 
the promiſe, viz. of Chriſt, faith, therefore it was imputed to bim 
for righteouſneſs, viz. the thing promiſed, and the thing believed, 
for be believed that God was able 10 perform what be promiſed, there- 
fore the thing promiſed was that which was imputed to him. 
Now faith the Apoſtle, do not believe you are told this, becauſe 
it was peculiar to Abraham, and none had it but Abraham, but its 
written not for him only, but for us, that have the ſame Faith, 
Righteouſneſs and Imputation, to #s to whom 7t = be imputed 
if we believe, i.e, receive that righteouſneſs by fairh which Abra- 
ham received, embracing the promiſes, viz. believing on him that 
juftifies, and on the righteouſneſs of Chriſt by which we are ju- 


- ftified z and then the Argument ftands thus, The death of Chriſt 


or our fins, and reſurretion for Fuſtification, u the righteouſneſs o 
Fr this none can deny, but the death of Chriſt yo wi 4h 
and bis reſurreiion for or becauſe of ' our Fuſtification, is imputed ts 
every believer, as is plain in the Text, chap. 4. 24, 25. and hence 
it follows, that all the Juſtification ſpoken of, and imputation of 
righteouſneſs, throughout the Chapter, is Chriſts righteouſneſs, the 
Apoftle aſſerting here and Gal. 3. that the Genntles ſhould be juſtts 
fied by faith as Abraham was. 

3. The Scripture ſaith we are juſtified by his blood, Rom. 5. 9. 
and through faith in bi blood, Rom. 4.28. therefore, They that be 
juſtified by the blood of Chriſt, are juſtified by the imputation of bis 
righteouſneſs, but we are ſo juſiified, by the places mentioned. 
Now then, none can deny that Chrifts ſhedding his blood is his 
righteouſneſs, and we cannot be juſtified by it unleſs-it be impu- 
ted to us, and if any thing elle be imputed, then not that z if Mr. 
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Humph. will ay, its effe&tive only, its & m9 «ual;, in bis blood. 
as in the blood of a Sacrifice ſhed for us, where in the blood of 
the Sacrifice is accepted, as if it were the very blood of the Sin- 
NCer., 

4th. That by which we bave redemption is the righteouſneſs of 
Chriſt, bur the death and ſatisfaftion of Chriſt is that whereby we 
bave redemption, and therefore that redeeming righteouſneſs is imputed 
ro us, Rom 3, 25, 26, Col. 4. 14. but more of this by and by, 
for the Scripture is full of it, bleſſed be God. Neovomian Dodrine, 
I ws fully aſſured, is far from Goſpel, as far as Darkneſs is from 
Light. | 
| C. 3s His third Argument againſt the Imputation of Chrift's 
Righteouſneſs, is, If the righteouſneſs of Chriſt be imputed to us (as 
if it were ours in it ſelf) it muſt be rhe righteouſneſs of bis ative 
or paſſrve obedience, or both, But its neither. 

Reſp. We ſay both: He goes to prove his attive obedience is 
not imputed, If it be, then muſt we be looked upon in bim as having 
commitred no Sin, nor omitted no Duty, and then what need will 
there be of Chriſt's Death ? 

Reſp. The ſame conſequent may be corruptly drawn upon impu- 
tation of his paſſive, as he doth: But the conſequerr follows not, 
for the Imputation of Chrifts aftive obedience, is upon ſuppo=- 
ſal that the Law of God is not, nor cannot be perfettly kept by 
us; for if we were perfe in-our ſelves, there would not need the 
PerfeQion of another to be imputed to us ; for all Imputation by 
TranſaQion, ſuppoſeth the perſon not to be that perſonally, and in 
himfelf, which he is made to be by Imputation z ſo Imputation of 
our Sins to Chrift, ſuppoſeth Chriſt was not Sin in himſelf, but 
made fo by imputation of ours 3 therefore the Imputation of 
Chrifts ative obedience ſuppoſeth us to be ſinners in our ſelves, 
2. As Chriſt was the Second Adam, and made under the law in 
all reſpes for us, ſo he was to come under it for us asto ative 
obedience, and to anſwer that way as wellas the other, for it was 
needful that he fulf] al righteouſneſs for uz and the firſt and chief 
_ the Law required, was attive obedience 5 the Law is not 
latisfied without a performance of the righteouſneſs which it re- 
quires; there muſt be therefore a fulfilling of the Law as to att- 
ive obedience, elſe the righteouſneſs of Chriſt is lame and imper- 
fett, Its true, if the righteouſneſs imputed were inherent, ac- 
cording to the Neonomian Dodrine, then the infcrence might 
hold ; 'if we are imputed righteous for our internal righteouſ- 
neſs, that would bring us under this conſequence 3 but our Im- 
putation 1s of the attive righteouſneſs of ano;her, which makes us 
compleat in Chrift, and wirzout ſpot in the cyc of God's Juſtice. 
Oe Let 
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Let me return the Argument upon him, Jf our a#tve obedience ta 
the new Law be imputed to us for juſtifying righteouſneſs, then muſt 
we be looks upon in this righteouſneſs as ſuch as bave committed no 
ſn. I hope Mr. #. will not ſay, that the righteonſgeſs of the 
new law is not ative obedience : I ſay, is it imputed or not ? 
if imputed, the conſequence follows, but to ſee the baſeneſs of 
theſe men, to draw od;ous conlequences upon the Myſtery of 
Chrift, when the ſame would follow with much more odium up- 
on their own Dottrine that they let up againſt Chrifc, their a&t- 
ive obedience muſt be imputed to them for righteouſneſs, but: 
Chriſt's muſt not be imputed to us. They ſay then, what need 
would there be of Chriſt's Death ? We ſay, as much as there is 
of paying the wages of fin where the law is attually broken ; 
The law requires two things, 1. The death of the tinner. 2. The 
obedience of the finner to the preceptive part of the law, both 
which Chriſt hath performed, and a Believer in him, as his Re- 
reſentative, Prieſt and Surety ; and whereas he ſaith we muſt 
e looked upon as ſuch as have committed no ſin, we mult not be 
lookt upon as ſuch by our ſelves; but there is no true Believer 
but is lookt upon by God in foro Fuſtitiz, as if he had commit- 
ted no ſin for if our fins ſtand in the light of God's Counte- 
nance, in the eye of his Juſtice, we muſt needs be odious to him, 
whence is it then that the ſins of Gods children are cailt behind 
his back, and that they frand without ſpot before the Throne z 
and to conclude this Point, now let him conſider only one verſe of 
Rom. $5. 19, As by the diſobedience of one mary were made ſinners, 
ſo by the obedience of one many (ball be made righteous. T would know 
of him what will become of ſo plain an Antitheſis, if obedience be 
not attive obedience there meant. 
$- 4+ If Chriſtspaſſive obedience be imputed, then muſt we look on 
ourſelves as ſuch who in Chriſt have ſuffered and ſatisfied the law, 
and born the curſe of it, and then bow ſha! there be room for any par- 
don? a man that pays bis full debt by bimſelf or Surety cannot be far- 
iven by the Creditor. 
' Reſp. And here he would cover himſelf not to be ſeen a Soci- 
ian; we ſhall ſee how'welt by and-by. 1. He lays it down as a 
grols abſurdity to ſay, we ſatisfied in Chrift, here: and elſewhere 
often, to which we anlwer, that it is not abſurd for any man to 
fay, I paid my Debt by anether, viz. a Surety, for the-law looks 
upon it as the payment of his Debt, and he is diſcharged -by ir. 
2, He makes not himſelf the Surety, for he aſcribes: the payment 
to the Surety, and the Debt to himſelf 5 o the words are-not ho- 
nouring himſelf, but honour to the Surety, therefore to ſay, Be- 
lievers have ſatisfied the law in their Surety Chriſt, -is giving glo- 
x ? % 1 * 20” "Fo + 4 1 x 4 F " ry 
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ry to him, and-a proper uſual Speech. But he infers' with the'Soct- 
#ians, that'then there's no room for Pardon ; indeed it is eafie to 
ſee how their mouths water at a plain Denial of Chriſt's Satisfa- 
ion, though they do it interpretatively as much as the Secini- 
#153 you may likewiſe ſee the Deſign in dividing Juſtification 
and Pardon one from the other. Its true, when a righteous per- 
ſon is juſtified by his own righteouſneſs (as in the Neonomian 
Juſtification) there's no room for Pardon, for he hath paid all his 
due, and by his own Money ; but it is otherwiſe in God's Juftifi- 
cation of a {inner. 

' T+ That is his Pardon, God pardons none but in Juſtification, 
we have forgiveneſs through the blood of Chriſt, tho Man pardons 
often with injury to Juſtice, but God declares bis righteouſneſs for 
the remiſſion of fins, Rom.3.25. and without ſhedding of blood there 
is 10 remiſſion, Heb. 9. 

2. God's juſtifying ſinners, ungodly, &c. .by a righteouſneſs 
given unto them, is a pardon of them. 

3. It is the higheſt, nobleft Pardon in the World, where fins 

are nailed to the Croſs of Chriſt, when it is to the Satisfa&tion of 
Juftice, as Grace, ſo Juſtice are magnified therein; A true Be- 
liever, and broken-hearted ſinner will not ſpeak in the proud So- 
ciian or Neonomian Dialett, O Lord, we thank thee not for, or ex- 
peZ Pardon, if Chriſt hath died to ſatisfie z with them, either Gods 
Pardon, or the Sinners Juſtification muſt fall to the ground ; but 
bleſs God for the nobleft Pardon in the World. 
- & 5. But methinks this Argument is purely Socinian, for they 
ſay, there's nothing more contrary to Gods forgiving freely than 
Satisfation : But Mr. #, that he might not ſeem to run a Tilt 
againſt Satisfation, ſaith indeed. The Argument of the Socinian 
from Pardon againſt Chriſt's Satisfation is not valid, but it is good 
againſt imputation of it to us, as if we bad ſatisfied. 

Reſp. And why is it not good againft Sarisfa#ion in the So- 
cinian ſence ? he gives no reaſon, for he ſaith, that he that pays 
the full Debt by himſelf or Surety, there's no room for pardon z 
and will not Mr. #. ſay, that Chriſt hath not paid the full Debt 
for him ; if he will, let him pay what remains, or try for Pardon. 
for that which is not paid another way than by remifhon through 
his blood ; but what do they Socinians ſay more z if God be ſatis- 
fied where is Pardon ? we lay, God's Pardon is by way of Satisfa- 
ion tv his Law 3 No, ſaith Mr. Z. it is good againft Imputati- 
on, ſo the Socinians hold tvo. I pray, did Chriſt ſatisfie at all? 
if he did, was it in alaw-ſence ? if fo, was it for himſelf, or for 
us ? if for us, then the law faith ſo, for us; For the Law of God 


doth not take Satisfattion in fo blind a manner, as that God in his 
| Law 
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Law knows not for whom it isz if God in his Law knows for 
whom it is, and accepts it for us, then it is accounted to 
us, and imputed to us, as to all the ends thereof in Law. The 
taking Satisfa&ion in Law for any offence againſt it for any one, 
is the Laws Imputation or accounting it to him for whom it is 
made, whether the ſatisfation be given by himſelf who tranſ- 
orefſed, or any one for him z therefore if Chrift ſatisfied for us, 
and this Satisfaftion. accepted by God for us, God imputes it to 
us, as if we had done it our ſelves, therefore Mr. Z. muſt either 
renounce the DoArine of Satisfation, with the Socinians, or own 
its imputed to us as fully (yea. in this caſe we may ſay) more 
fully than if we had made it our ſelves. 

$&. 6. Let us ſee how Mr. #. would avoid the Socinian Rock, 
he faith, Chriſt may have wrought with the fatber (or made him that 
Satisfaftion as) to procure new Terms, ſo that a man may be juſtified 
45 4 fulfiller of them, and yet need pardon for non-performance of the 
old, 
'  &. Behold the Neonomian Satisfattion! 1, He makes not. Sa- 

tisfattion a payment of a Debt owing to the Law by us, but on- 
ly a procurement. a buying ſomething of God, whereas Satisfa- 

ion is for a wrong done, I may purchaſe a thing of a perſon 
whom I never injur'd, or if I have the Money whereby I pur- 
chaſe a new thing.that refers not to the injury I did before, but to 
the new Purchace ; obſerve then, he makes Chriſt's Satisfation 
only a New Purchace, 

2. This New Purchace is of New Terms of Juſtifications 
hence God is not to ſtand upon ſatisfaftion to the Old Law, but 
to drop it, and bring the Sinner under a New Law; Chrift died 
not to ſatisfic the Law, but to tranſlate us from one Law to ano- 
ther, whence the old hath no more to do with us, and thus all 
the world are tranflated, therefore the Old Law is gone to all 
the World unſatisfied. 

3- A Man is juſtified on the new Terms, they being fulfilled 
by his own righteouſneſs, but not pardoned on theſe terms by the 
New Law 3 and this is one of the greateft inconſiſtencies in the 
World, toſay a man is juſtified by a Law, and not pardoned 3 how 
is he juſt in theeye of that Law that doth not free from the 
charge of any tranſgreſſion of it, But 

3. He faith, he needs Pardon for non-performance of the old, 
if ſo, 1. The New Law is not an AR of Indemnity in reſpe& 
of ſins againſt the oldz for if a man condemned by one law, be 
taken from under it to a new law, he is indempnified from the 
old, elſe all pretence of adrantage by the ſaid tranſlation is gone, 


for he that ſtands under the terms of one law, condemned by it, 
and 
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and brought under new terms to another, come now to be liable 
to the laſh of two Laws, whereas before he was under but one. 

2. He ſaith, this Pardon muſt be bad at the Bar of the 01d" Law. 
I would know of Mr. #. how ? If he faith, and will ftand to it ac- 
cording to his own Argument, he cannot, or elſe he muft deny 
Chriſts Satisfa@ion, which is this, That Law which is ſatisfied for. 
the breach of it, admits no Pard.n from the Legiſlator, but the Old 
Zaw (ſay Neonomians in words) was ſarisfied tr us, therefore there 
can be no Pardon ; yea, it was ſatisfied for us in our ſtead, ad the 
ſatisfaftion dicepred = us, yea therefore imputed to us, Here I have 
the Neonomian faſt in this Dilemma from their own Dodrine, 
let them free themſelves how they can. For if Pardon and Sa- 
tisfation imputed are not conſiſtent as to our Dottrine, then not 
in theirs z but they ſay, notwithſtanding their juſtification by 
their New Law, they muſt have Pardon for the breach of the 
Old, and how ? Not at all in their ſence, if the Old be not ſatis- 

.Fyed, or that Satisfation not imputed z as much as to ſay, it is 
Money laid down in Court indefinitely, but not accepted in Court 
for this and that Mans Sins z hence Chrift hath ſatisfyed for 
none, for all ſatisfaion as ſuch, is accepted as ſuch z we come 
now to his attempt, to prove that neither the Aﬀive or Paſhve 
Obedience of Chrift is imputed. | | | 

$. 7. For (faith he) /f that bis Afive and Paſſive Obedience be 
imputed, then muſt God be mede 10 deal with Man according to the 
Covenant of Works. = | 

Reſp. See how this Gentleman in all his Arguings runs his 
Head againſt a Poft and Pillar of Goſpel Truth, his Argument 
is this, if Chriſt's Aﬀive and Faſſhive Obedience be accepted for 

,us as ſatisfation for the Law, then God deals with Sinners in 
their juftification,, after the tenor of the Covenant of Works ; 
now he may aſſume either by taking away the Antecedent, or by 
taking away the Conſequent, he indeed intends both, firſt, by 
taking away the Antecedent, viz. But Chriſt's Aﬀive and Paſhve 
Obedience is not accepted for ſatisfaion, therefore he doth not 
deal with Sinners in Juſtification according to the Covenant of 
Works, therefore Chrift hath not ſatisfied the Covenant of 
Works for us, the Law lies unfatisfyged. I would know how the 
Pardon he ſpeaks of is Subſequent to the New Law. Juftificati- 

on is had, is it by dealing with us upon the account of ſatisfatti- 
on to the Old Law ? He ſuggeſts that it is, then pardoned Sin- 
ners are dealt with according to the Old Law, if not juſtified. 
But to have him in his Conſequences, he aſſumes that God deals 
not with Sinners in Juſtification upon the Terms of the Old 
Law, or Covenant of Works, To Anſwer, he deals with them 
in 
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in Chrift, according to the Terms of the Covenant of Works, 
but'in themſelves as ſinners, juſtifying them in Chrift according 
to the Tenor of the Covenant of Works, it is meer Grace, the 
Myftery of Grace is to fave ſinners in ſuch a way, as may not on- 
ly magnifie rich Grace, but Exalt Grace, and that ia the higheft 
manner. Now the Exaltation of Juſtice cannot be but in the ju- 
ſtifying a Sinner in the wm of the ſtriteft Law, by the higheſt 
and moſt acceptable SatisfaQtion thereof, on this account, Chriſts 
Obedience was the moft Legal, both attive and pafſve that ever 
was ; but that a inner is brought under this Obedience of Chrift 
unto Juftification, is meer free Grace, he being thereby partaker 
of the diſtinguiſhing Grace of God, and the tree Gift of Criſt 
and his Righteouſneſs, without the intervention of any Mediator, 
or Subordinate Righreouſneſs of his own 3 hence it is, that his 
Faith makes not void the Law, but Eſtabliſheth it in the higheft 
degree, in Exalting Chriſt as his only, and moſt compleat Righ- 
teouſne, moft legal in ſatisfying the Law for us, as a Covenant 
of Works; he ſaith, when nothing is more apparent in Scripture then 
that by Grace it is that we are ruftified, and by Grace ſaved. 

Reſp. But will Mr. Z. affirm that Grace doth juſtifie us with- 
out Juſtice ? Doth not the Apoftle ſay a ſinner is juftifyed'by 
Grace,in and through Chriſts Redemption,that God may be juſt ? 
Doth not Mr. Z. ſay Juſtification is an AQ of Juftice, again and 
again ? Doth not this ſetting up our own righteouſneſs in _per- 
formance of the Condition of the New Law, make his Juftificati- 
on an Aﬀ of Juſtice, yea, and without Grace ? What do theſe 
Men mean ſv often and poſitively to contradi@ the Scripture and 
themſelves, to draw their dirty Inferences upon the Truth, with 
holding it in unrighteouſneſs ? 

S&. 2. If nothing leſs then a Righteouſneſs as dorb Anſwer and ſa- 
tisfie the Law fully, will ſufjice for the ſinners Plea 10 flee from Con- 
demnation, he is not judged by the Law of Grace, but by tbe Law of 
Works. 

R.' The inference hath no danger in it 3 for 1. We know of 
no Judgment in freeing any from Condemnation, but a Dif- 
charge in Chriſt from the Law of Works, before which every 
Believer is diſcharged here and hereafter through Grace. 

2. We know of no New Law, cither to quit or condemn, a 
Law of Grace in that ſenſe is a Bull, Grace and a Law are di- 
realy oppoſite. 2. He here inſinuates as if Chrifts ſatisfation 
were compleat and imperfe& : If nothing elſe will ſuffice for a 
Plea. 1. What can be better than a perfe& Catisfattion for 
a Plea, 2. Either Chriſts is not perfe@, or elſe perfect will not 
do, Withgut an impertett added to it, which indeed he means, 

that 
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that Chrifts -perfe& ſatisfation muſt have our Imperfe@ added, 
to make our Plea compleat. 3. What is freeing fron condem- 
nation but Pardon of Sin ? I pray, what righteouſneſs doth a Ne- 
onomign flee to for the pardon of Sin ? Do they tell us its Chrifts, 
tho* they be HO by their own ? I would know whether they 
eſteem Chrifts Righteouſneſs full and compleat for the pardon of 
Sin ? Or do they plead for ſome of their pardon at the Bar of the 
New Law, where they are juftifyed, and ſome of their pardon at 
the Bar ofthe Old Law, where they are condemned ? But this im- 
puted righteouſneſs is a miftake of the Proteſtants ( poor Man I 
Pitty him ) and he hath found the miſtake, ſv it ſeems indeed by 
his Writing. | | 
- FJ. 8. Chriſt came into the World to procure and tender a New 
Law, and in this regard be is called our Law giver ; not that be hath 
tven any other Moral rules of Life to us, but that be bath given the 
ame Preceprs, with Indulgence. | 
Reſp. Now,mark the Neonemian Spirit, but Two or Tree Lines 
off he was for Juftification only by Grace without Law, that he 
might dethrone Chrift, but now again, that he may Enthrone 
Mans Righteouſneſs, he is altogether for Law, his Language is 
half Aſhdod, take him where you will, 2. He tells you what he 
means by Satisfation, which he ſaith is procurement, Chrift came 
into the World not to ſatisfic the Law of God, which we had 
broken, but to procure a Law, a remedial Law, a better Law to 
anſwer Gods Ends than the Firft 5 it was a great miſtake ſure in 
Divine Wiſdom to make ſuch a Law at firſt as would not do, 2. It 
was another overſight at leaft that Chrift did not come to procure 
a right law at firft. 3. Its very ſtrange that God would not af- 
ford a right law without procurement, Laws are not uſed to. be 
purchaſed or procured z Legiſlators make Laws according to their 
pleaſure, without procurement. 4. And wh t's the World the 
better? Chrift hath procured the putting the World under 
New-Law Terms, and not ſatisfied the Old Law, and now they 


 muft perform the condition of the New Law, and be pardoned by 


the old Law unſatisfied, elſe they cannot be ſaved. 5. After all 
the noiſe about ſaving by Grace; its but by a law which requires 
perſonal obedience in fulfilling the condition z this is the Grace 


, of the Law, and Law of Grace z a Law of Graceit is, ſuch where- 
in Grace is no more Grace, and the Law is no more a Law, that 


indeed a law of Grace is a Contradittion in proprio adjunito, a 
meer Hobgoblin.But how is theſe mens New Law compounded? It 
is, they ſay, of Grace and aLaw;z and it lies 1# that he hath nor 

ven new Moral Laws of life to us, other than what was contained int 


, ; the 014 law before ; bus that be bath given the ſame precepts with 11- 


dulgence. Anrſm, 


Jmputation of Chiiſts Righteouſneſs. 113 
. Anſw.. Well, Chrift is, not our Lawgiver according, to purchaſe 
for theſe Men make Chrift to, have died for himſelf, to make 
imſelf a Lawgiver). to deviſe and conflicute any, new Moral Pre- 
cepts, but. firft ro pluck down the old houſe, and then to take 
the broken and ſcattered pieces, and make anew. one z he takes 
the. Moral Materials of the old Law,. cuts and hews them pretty 
much, makes the Duties more indifferent, the ſins forbidden Ve- 
nial and allowable, yea neceſſary, to come into the righteouſneſs 
of the new law z for if the; Condition be not mixt of Morality 
and Immorality its good for nothing, it will not ſerve this turn, 
therefore the old law with indplgence of fin is the New Law. 1 
pray let me know from the Wits of our Age, whether this be 
tot Antinomianiſm? Now he tells us; this is a law of indulgence, 
&c. the Joly Engliſh of it is, that its a Law of Difpenſation with 
a Law of Juffice, 7. e, a lawleſs law ; that all the Sacisfa&ion he 
means, is Gods Diſpenſation with Law and Juſtice, and a law to 
call Sin by one law Sin, and righteouſneſs by another ; the :trnth 
is, the whole Dottrine tends todeny God in his glorious Proper- 
ties, and tochange him into the ſimz1:rude of an Ox that careth tay, 
interpretative, and if God doth not att now. and at Judgment, by 
this lay of Diſpenfation with Law, aud indulgence of Sin, he iays, 
the main buſineſs of Chriſt's coming and Redemption, is loft, 
that can be no other in his ſence than to be Minifter of Sin. 
$. 10. Tou ſhall bear a Proteſtant | i. e. Neonon1:7:, they are 
Papiſts, according to the Profefſion of this downright Papiſt] in 
his Prayer, appealing from the Tribunal of Gods Fuſtice, to the Throne 
of his Grace, yet in bis Sermon telling the People, that it is nothing elſe 
us the perfet# obedience and ſatisfa8ion of Chriſt imputed to then thes 
ſaves them, which is to bring them back ſrom the throne of Grace to 
the Bar of bis Fuſtice to be judged. | 
Reſp. Þ' am aſhamed to read ſuch a Banter of Chriftianity 
from any man that profefſeth himſelf a Chriſtian, thoa Papiſt and 
Socintan, 1. Is ita good Appeal or no for a ſinner to make from 
the Tribunal of Fuftice, 7. e. meer Juſtice, where God beholds 
the Sinner as he is in himſelf, by his moft righteous law, a con» 
demned tranſgrefſor, to the Throne of Grace (not that God 
hath two Thrones, Rev. 4.) but from it proceeds a Diſpenſation 
of Juſtice, Thundrings, Lightnings, &c. of Jadicial Proceedings 
to his enemies, and a Diſpenlation of Grace to his Church, (there 
being a Rainbow round about the Throne) where Chrift is a 
High-Prieft, who hath ſatisfied the Juſtice of God, and plead- 
ing his Satisfattion as our Advocate and Intercefſor ? did not D4- 
vid do ſo, Pſalm 51. 2. Is it not good Dottrine, and agrecable 
to the Appeal, to tell the People that nothing elſe but the per- 
li 
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fe& Obedierice and SatisfaQion of Chrift imputed to them can 
ſave them : Is this to bring them back to the Tribunal of meer 
Juſtice ? is not this the Throne of Grace where Juſtice is x+ 
tisfied and appeaſed, where Chrift the Satisfier is exalted to Guds 
right hand io be z Prince and Saviour ? WH 

I pray, what do Neonomians ? do they firft bring them to a 
law, ſuppoſe it were a law of Grace, as they call it, to be juftifi- 
ed by their 'own righteouſneſs whither do they carry them 
then ? is it 'not fo the Tribunal of Juftice to be pardoned ? So 
that if God in Chrift pardoning iniquity on the Throne of 
Grace, through the ShatisfaQion of Chrift, be the Throne of 
Juſtice divefted of Grace : Why are Neonomians to be pardon- 
ed there, after they are juftified at another Bar 2 But he is for 
the dividing Grace and Fuſtice in a Sinner's Juftification, as the 
Socinians are, or rather abandoning Juſtice, 
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CHAP. Xl. 
Df the Righteouſneſs of Goy, 

SeQtion 1. Works of a2 Law-not Goſpel, S. 2. Mr. H. outdone 
the Papiſts. F. 3. The Rig neſs of God what ft 
S. 4. ..4n offer at Faiths being our {nbordinate Righte- 

. ouſnejs. F. 5. My. Cl. and Mr. H. Sence of the Ri 
teoufreſs of God, Y. 6. Their Reaſons given and An- 
Jmered. F. 7. 4r. Cl. Reaſons why it is not Chrefts 
Righteouſneſs, 2 Cor. 5.21. $. $. His ferond Rea- 
ſon. F. 9. A diftin Conſider ation of the faid Texts. 
FS. 10. Chriſts Righteouſneſs is the Ripbteouſneſs F 
God. F. 11. F. 12: Row; 3. 21, 22. Eexamlin'd, 
F. 13. Rom.10.3. $.14. 41r.H. Explication of Rom. 
10. 4. examin'd. $.15. Mr. H. Explication of 2 Cor. 
$.21. Examitfd, And J; 16. What be further Janth 
01 the Place examin'd. 


S. 1. TN the laft Place, There is 4 Righteouſneſs revealetl m vhe 
Goſpel, that God poes by in bis dealing with all tbe World, 
"—_ it is that we are Fuſtified in Oppoſition 6 the Righteouſneſs 
of Works; | 
Reſp. Tf it be a revealed Righteouſneſs; it's that which is the . 
Objett of Faith ſeen without our ſelves not in our ſelves, far 
that need not to be revealed, which every Man is naturally ag- 
difted to ſee and know, Again, it muſt not be our Works M 
Oppoſition to our Works for Juſtification, for there is-n@ fot- 
mal Oppoſition between Works and Works, nor material ingdeed 
which have the ſame Subje&, and Genns, and End; as for what 
he calls them by way of Difference, it will not ferve, he calls 
ſome Works, Works of the Law, ſome Goſpel-works, 7. e. Works 
of the Law of Grace 3 now we have ſhew'd that there are 9 
fuch Goſpel-works which put in for Juſtification, nor doth the 
Spirit Work ſuch, and being both are the Works of a Law, they 
differ not ſpecifically, they are bagel Works, Works vf a Law 
2 per- 
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performed for Juſtification are always Legal never Evangelical. 

Y. 2. This Revealed Righteouſneſs is in Scripture called the KRigh- 
reouſneſs of God, which the Protettants conceive to be the Righte- 
ouſneſs of Chyiſt without us [| all but Neonomians and Quakers }] 
Z. e. the Righteouſneſs of Chriſt, which is not ours by Performance 
but by Faith, but neither Proteftants ſince Luther, nor Papifts ſince 
Auguſtine, bave hit the Mind of the Apoſtle. 

Keſp. But the Scripture hath hit it long before Znther, ſure 
then, if they were not Right, the Reformation was the Deforma- 
tion in Dottrinez the Truth is, many of the Proteſtants were out 
in this Point; all our Reformation ſo far as I can underſtand Mr. 
H. and many Neonomians are gone, is not worth a Fig; and 
here indeed Mr. Z. boaſts 'again and again, that he hath out- 
done the Papiſisz and I may truly fay, that he and his Father 
B, hath, and in this only they differ from the Papifig, that they 

o beyond them in Self-righteouſneſs, and ina moſt dring ſcorn- 
| Oppoſition to the Imputation of the Righteouſneſs of Chriſt, 
$. 3. The Righteonſueſs of God and Grace eppoſed 10 IVorks, is no- 
thing but the Kighteouſneſs of the Covenant of Grace accepted for 
Chriſfts ſake, inſtead of the Covenant 4 Works, 
* Reſp. It is not Chriſt's Righteouſneſs accepted for us, for that 
alone-is the Righteouſneſs of the Covenant of Grace, and: then 
only God did not ſet up Chrift to ſet up our Righteonſneſs, be- 
cauſe it was impoſhble for us to have any other to be juſtified 
by, that he might have the Glory of Being our Righteouſneſs 
alone, but he faith, this Righteouſneſs of ours muſt come inſtead 
of the Righteouſneſs of the Covenant of Worksz to which we 
Anſwer, that its impoſhble for us to be Juftified 'by any Righte- 
ouſneſs, but that which tully and exattly anſwers the Covenant of 
Works, either our own, or anothers, the Righteouſneſs of ano- 
ther Law cant Juftifie us there. For if a Sinner be juſtified, it 
-muft be by that Law which he hath broken, and by none <lle ; if 
-they ſay Chrift hath ſatisfied that Law for us, then we ſay that 
.SatisfaCtion is a ſufficient Righteouſneſs for our Juſtification, we 
Jook for no other Law to be juſtified by, nor no other Righte- 
.ouſneſs for our Juftification. Ze proceeds, Herein are two Things 
comprized, the meritorious Righreoufreſs of Chriſt, procuring the par- 
-doning Covenant of Grace, and our performing the Condition, only 
-we are t0 know how this Righteouſneſs may be underſtsod in reſpett to 
Gad, as it is all one with his Grace, 0! with reſped to us as its all 
,oue upon which this Grace is vouchſafed. 
- -Keſp. This Neonomian Cheat is always to be noted in the Point: 
of Satisfation, that all the Satisſa&tion they aſcribe to Chriſt is 
only in making pay unto God for a new Purchaſe, they = not. 
h Ive 
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have Chrift to have paid any Arrears or old Scores, the Law 
paſſeth away in ſentemiam, and we found-inſolvent to this perfe& 
Law;: therefore Chriſt buys another Law, upon that promiſeth 
Juftification upon cafier Terms, not. ſo Holy, but finful and im» 
moral, and therefore called the Law of Indulgence, yet juſtifies 
us. upon thoſe Terms, but yet without Pardon which we muft 
have of the Old Law, and becauſe we have fulfilled the New 
Law, God out of his Prerogative without any other SatisfaQion 
than: the forementioned procurement Pardons, for they ſay Satis- 
fation and Pardon are inconſiſtent as the Soctr7ans do, and why 
do they ſay Chrifts Satisfa&tion is not imputed to us, becauſe if 
they. were not aſhamed to ſpeak out they think there is none, yea 
and that'they ſpeak of is only Chriſts purchaſing a new Law, 
which would be madneſs for to claim an Tmputation of to 11s, for 
that contcerns.us no further then a new Legal Bondaze, if Chrifts 
Righteouſneſs be not accepted for our Juſtification from the Old 
Law, and imputable to us, its not defirable to be imputed to us 
to bring us under a new Law and further Bondage. Betides, if 
Chriſt purchaſed this Law-making Power, its for himſelf, and' 
not for us, for they will tell you he did not Purchaſe the 
Performance of the Condition, and when they ſay, we 2re juſt. 
fied by our Works for the ſake of Chrifts Merits, their meaning. 
is, ; becauſe Chrift purchaſed the Law and Promulgation of it, juſt 
as if they ſhould ſay, if Adam had ftood, he had been juftified by 
his: Works for the ſake of God who made the Law, for if there 
had bzen no Law there had been no Juſtification by it ; ſo we. * 
are juſtified ſay they by the Law of Grace, for the ſake of Chrift 
who merited the Law and became Law-maker z this is all they 
mean, and this is the Neonomian Cheat in the great Point of Sa- 
tisfattion, whereby -they- would by retaining the Word, only 
without - the Sence, cover themſelves from the odious Name: 
of Socinians. Laftly,. He makes Grace and Juftice in reſpe& of 
God to be all one, ſo that to be juſtified by Works of our own,' 
and by Grace is all one, and Paul's Epiftles-are all Non-ſenſe. 
$.':4 Mr. Cler. p.64- tells us, He will- offer his Reaſous, why 
Faith is :our ſubordinate Righteouſneſs; to the Firft and Second 
we have ſpoken ſufficiently already. The” Third is, Becauſe we- 
frequently read of the Righteouſneſs of Faith, which be . ſaith is onr 
Conformity 10 the Rule of the New-Law in ſincere Believing ' and im- 
perfect Doing; the Places he mentions are, Rom, 4. 11,13, Chap. 
9. 30, Chap. 10. 6. Gal. 5.5. Heb. 11.5, + Rk 
Keſp. The Righteouſneſs of Faith is the Righteouſneſs of Chrift 
apprehended and received by Faith, for Ram.4.11. tells us, that-. 
Circumciſion was a Seal of the Righteouſnels of Faith, which® 
I 3 Righe 
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Righteouſneſs of Faith Abrebaw had being uncircumciſed, that the 
fame righteouſneſs may be imputed to them ; and what righte» 
ouſneſs is that ? it is that through which iniquity is forgiven, 
and Sin covered, that jt might not be imputed, and this. is the 
righteouſneſs that's imputed without works. Hence I argue, 
That that righteouſneſs through which iniquity is forgiven, and 
{in covered, and is impyted without works, is the righteouſneſs 
of Chtift, and not oursz but the righteouſneſs of Baith, accord- 
ing to the Apoſtle in that place, is ſuch, as appears, v. 6, 7, 9, 10. 
Is there any iniquity forgiven in the New. Law Righteouſneſs ? 
no, they ſay, pardon is conſequent ro it, its had of the old law :* 
Is any Sin cover'd by it from the Eye of God's Juſtice ? no, they 
ſay, God ſees their Sins by the old Law : Is righteouſneſs ime 
puted without works ?. no, it cannot be, becauſe its faith as a 
work is imputed, v« 13. The Promiſe that be ſhould be the beir of tbe 
world, was not through a law {[ then not through any works of a 
law? but through the righteouſneſs of faith, therefore it was the 
the righteouſneſs of Chrift 5 the righteouſneſs of a law is exclu» 
ded, therefore works z and its here alſo what the righteouſneſs of 
faith apprehends. ' That of Rom. ge. 31. and chap. 10.6 we ſhall 
ſhew by and by was the righteouſneſs of Chrift apprehended by 


faith : The Apoſtle, Gal.”5.5. intends Chriſt's righteouſneſs 3 | 


for what ſhould men do for the hope of that righteouſneſs which 
they have in themſelves ; for by faith, al, ſaith he, are one. in 
Chriſt Feſws,true faith bringing forth love,as ſuch apprehends and 
waits for more and more comfort in the righteouſneſs of Chrift: 
That ſpoken of Zebrems 11, 7. is the. righteouſneſs of Chriſt 
omiſed, rbe Seed of the Woman, that was the great Promiſe be- 
jeved by the Aztidiluvian Patriarchs, and by the Death and Sa- 
tisfation of the Seed of the Woman promiſed, they believed he 
ſhould break tbe Sergencs bead; Noah became heir of this righte- 
ouſneſs which he received and lived comfortably in the enjoyment 
of, by faith in the Promiſe. ' © * FIST INE Ke y 
S. 5. ' Mr. Cl. brings for a further confirmation of this Argu- 
ment, thoſe places which ſpeak of the righteouſneſs of God, which 
they bring as a great Block in their way, and therefore take much 
ins to remove it :- Mr. Cl. ſaith, ab!s Phraſe bath been much mi- 
Felken by many, who bave been led imto erres thereby, and therefore 
he will endeavour to give the true fence of it; to this purpoſe 
allo Mr. Z. we will therefore very diligently. mark what they 
ſay. The places are, 'Rom. 1. 17. & 3. 21; 22. & IO. 3. 2 C0r.5. 
21, Pooh Bo - We hay, by the righteouſneſs of God is meant the 
righteouſneſs of Chrift, but thefe men ſay, its our own inherent 
rigtitedulnels, | | 
W*R- - Mr, #. 
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Mr. #. faith, That our righteouſneſs is called Gods in oppoſcion | 
meerly to that of workss Jet 4 man do whas he can by bis own 
ſtrength, or by God's aid he can never come to the law of works or 
ſes 3 God bath therefore heen plegſed. to make us 4 new law, 4 law 
of faith, or. grace, or nem covenant, bavivg lower terms, in perforni- 
ance where the buner, in reſpe of the law, may be. righteoxs, its « 
righteouſneſs performed hy Grace, which God mercifully tondeſceuds 10 
Ecept inſtead of that which is perfed, tbrough the merits of our Savi- 
aur, and in regard of that acceptation ( N.'B.) or this good will its 
called bis, or the righteouſneſs which is of him. Lo here is the true 
Key which opens the Mind of the Apoſtle, therefore Mr. Z. takes 
it to be the new-law-righteouſneſs which io theſe places is called 
the righteouſneſs of God, becouſe oppoſed to the ald-law-righte- 
ouſneſs, becauſe alſo wrought of God. >. gt 10 
Mr. CFs reyJution is in a manner the ſame, ' That the imper- 
fe new-law-rightcouſneſs is the righteouſneſs of God becauſe it is of 
his Inſtitution 3 4s for perfet ohedience 10 the law, (which is legal 
righteouſneſs) that is righteouſneſs in the ſirifeſt ſetrce; and in firif& 
plc can 'be taken for vo other, and therefore the reward muſt be 
ebt ; But that a1 _—_ work, ſuch as Faith and Obedience Jbould 
be accounted righteouſneſs, muſt ariſe from the gracious Appointment, 
Deſignation and Ordivation of God, who batb-ſet up tbis. Way and 
Metbod af becoming righteous under tbe Goſpel';, and benee its ſaid, 
reckoned, accounted, imputed jor righteouſneſs, which: Phraſe imports 
Grace and Favaur, 4s ſome note. bat , : 
$. 6. Mr. CT's. reaſons for his Opinion, are I. Becauſe the 
Phraſe of ſubmitting to the righteouſneſs (Rom. 10.3.) of God ſeems 
1q import, tbat this #« 4 new law, inſtirution or way naturally we are 
0p acquainted with. | SEES 
" Reſp. The Text runs quite againſt bim, being ignorant of the 
righteouſneſs of God; how doth that appear ? ſeeking 80 eſt ablifh 
their own righteouſneſs, they ſubmined not ro [| yielded nvt to accept 
of } the righrequſneſs of God. "5 bak | 
1. God's righteouſneſs and man's are here direfly oppoſed to 
each others. | ; | 5, IS 
2. It is dire&ly again Mr. C's reafop, in that man peed not 
be taught to ſet up þis own righteovuſnels, they naturajly adhere: 


to If. 

3- They did ſo cloſely adhere to jt that they would not ſubmit 
to the Dottrine of Juſtification by the rightcouſnels of another, 
viz. the righteouſneſs of Chriſt z fee how the words will run id” 
Mr. C1's. ſence, being ignorant of an impzrfeft righteouſneſs of thety 
owy performing, going about to eſtabliſh 4 frog te of their onn 
performing, they juominted n0t 10 8 a of their wy, perform- 

. + tg, 
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ing, which is Gods righteouſneſs'; beſides, its not. ſence to ſay, 4 
man ſubmics or not to that which'is this own righteouſteſs, but it 
is to ſay, he ſubmits to take the righteouſneſs'of another. ; 

2. As the righteouſneſs off the law is that which the law' requires, 
Rom. 2, 26. ſ0'this righteouſneſs of God is that *which God requires 
under the Goſp?1."" LL TI BINS REY, Bef A097 207 *43: 
. Reſp. 1 The righteouſneſs both under the Law and Goſpel is 
the righteouſneſs of God z what the law requires ,' God by the 
law requires, 'and indeed God requires but one righteouſneſs un- 
der the Law and Goſpel, and: there's the righteouſneſs of the 
law, and the ftrifteſt righteouſneſs ; and if there 'muſt bea di- 
ftin&ion between the righteouſneſ(s:of the Law and Goſpel, as our 
Neonomians make, its moſt proper to call the' perfe@ righteouſ- 
neſs of the law, God's righteouſneſs,- it being his more than an 
imperfed, finful righteouſneſs, which would be very 'diſhonoura- 
ble to him to be called his z But Chriſt's Righteouſneſs is Legal, 
in that-it anſwers the Law-and Goſpel unto the' Sinner, becauſe 
3t anſwers it for him, and his' peace with God is made thereby. 

3- As the Sacrament of the" Supper is called the ' Lord's Supper, 
becauſe its bis Inſtitution, and the Lord's Day becauſe' bis Deſigns 
amy = EOS Prong, a? 
© - Anſwer, The Supper is not called the Lord's Supper, only becauſe- 
its his Inſtitution, but becauſe our. Lord's Body and Blood is 
ſhewed forth therein to be the righteouſneſs of God for our Jufti- 
fication. Neither is the Lord's Day ſo called from- his Deſign of it, 
bur becauſe it is to remember the reſurrettion of our Lord, who 
roſe for our Fuſtification, having accompliſhed juſtifying righte- 
ouſneſs for us. ' 4. Its oppoſed to their own righteouſneſs, Rom. 
10. 3. therefore not any righteouſneſs of their own, as is already 
' ſhewed, ſupra, from Rom. 10.3. > E-IES Tf 

$. 7. Next let us ſee how Mr. C7. will prove that its not the- 
righteouſneſs of Chriſt that's meant by the” righteouſneſs of God 
in the ajoreſaid places ; he faith it cannot be for theſe reaſons, 
p. 33- 1: Becauſe the Apoſtle here diſtinguiſherh, 2 Cor. 5. 2t. be< 
rween God and Chriſt, the righteouſneſs of God is one thing, and being 
in'Chrift another 5 whereas, if they were all one, the ſence would be, 
that we might be made the righteouſneſs of Chriſt. 'in Chriſt : And 
P- 65. The Apoſtle alſo, in moſt places where he mentions it, diſtin- 
guiſheth between God and Chriſt, Rom. 3. 22. Phil. 3.9. * | © 
* Reſp. This Reaon is ſo frivolous, that it needs little anſwer, 
There is no diftinttion at all in reſpett of righteouſneſs, but an 
exact account thereof, that the righteouſneſs of God, which the 
Apofile ſpeaks of Chriſt, that which is in Chriſt, that the righte- 
ouſneſs of God in Chritt is that which is imputed to usz; we 


wi 


DEC YL PIP manera re ery 


YR I OC ER TERS eeaoamrg nay 1s EIT"; 


Df the Righteouſneſs.:of:God. 271 
iced not look far to the: meaning of the: Apoſtle in the Phraſe, -- 
its but in verſe 19. God was. in Chriſt reconciling 'the world' unto- 
himſelf, rot imputing -unto them their treſpaſſes, 4. e. in the righte- 
ouſnels'of Chriſt God was working out reconciliation, -and' non-' 
imputation of ſin, and-if ſo;.imputation of Chrift's righteouſneſs, 
and he ſaith, if the righteouſneſs: were 'one, its that 'they might 
be made the righteouſneſs of Chrift in Chriſt's but I pray,” why 
may-not Chrifts righteouſneſs be. called the:righteouſneſs of God, 
as well as our own, becauſe theyiſay, our own was God's: Inftitus 
tion ; | Is it ours, God's and ours too ? and Chrifts :righteoufneſs 
may not be God's and *Chrift's too 3 but. this reaſoning! is very: 
abſurd; 'more of this as we proceed z and as for the other places, ' 
ve ſhall come to chem by and by. ' + © FLIER 

'$.'8. 7. 65, Reaſon 2, He always calls it,'\the righteouſneſs of- 
God, and never the righteouſneſs of Chriſt, | | HE ty, 
Reſp. Mr. Cl. himſelf ſaith, it 2aynet be underſtood of that rightes" 
.. which #« inberem in God, p: 33. | I ſuppoſe he means of 'the”* 
Attribute of God's Juftice, becauſe its Omething revealed in' the* 
Goſpel, and he ſpeaks true in it, but why may not the redeeming 
righteouſneſs of Chrift be called the' Tighteouſneſs of God ? 
-' I, Becauſe it was the righteouſneſs of the Perſon who' is God, 
and Aﬀs 20.28. God is ſaid to purchaſe :bis Church with bis own 
blood, by a communication of Propertiesyz - But 2. Why may not 
Chriſt's righteouſneſs be called the righteouſneſs of God for :the 
ſame reaſon that you ſay our righteoulnels is ſo called, becauſe it 
is the-way and method through which he hath deſigned to/juſtifie 
us, Chrift ſaith, he is the way, and if ſo, then the infſtitated"and 
ordained way 3 now if this interpretation of the Text- will ſerve 
for them, why not for us? Iam ſure the'righteouſneſs we plead ' 
for is the moſt deſerving. : | 
Reaſon 3. He calls it, The righteouſneſs which is of God, not which 
is in God or Chriſt. | | | 
Reſp. According to. Mr. Cl. its not the Attribute of Gods 
righteouſneſs, but its the work of righteouſneſs wrought by Go'd 
in the Perſon of his Son, therefore irs propereft to expreſs it as 
the Apoſtle, of God, and its ofren enough ſaid in Chriſt, therefore 
its not true. T find not any thing ſaid further, by either of them, 
to ſupport this Notion. Mr. #, talks here and there, in divers ' 
places about it, but the ſubſtance of all is put together more me- 
thodically by Mr. Cl. and with more modeſty. s 
$. 9- It remains now, that we take the ſaid Texts into di- 
ftin& Conſideration, and'examine what righteouſneſs is by them 
jntended, which is called the r:ghreonſneſs of God. | 
'"" 3. Roms. 1. 16, 17. The Subjed the Apoſtle treats of is, the 
| | Goſpel 
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Goſpel of Ehrift, [the glad tidingg brought to Sinners of Life and 
Salvation in kim- ' © ; @ hp; 
© 23 This he gives an accaunt of as: the:reafon why he is far 
from: being athmat of it, in receiving it for its appointed Ends, 
for -his awd Szlyatian,- ov in preaching it' far thoſe: ends unto 
athers. 71. 'Becauſe:it is:the pawer of God-ta Salvation of every 
one-thathelicyes, bath ob Fems and Gentiles, 2. In this is the 
power of Gad in effeual Grace ſeen, in that' its the NoQrine of 
Rightaouſneſs., 3. He ſhews its' the Dottcine of righteouſtiels by 
twa things. 1+ Tn that this righteouſneſs. of God is revealed in 
it. 2. In that its the obje& of a Believeris 'Faith from time to 
tims, its revealed to his fiſt faith, agd always of faith juſtifying. 
afterwards, he lives upon this righteouſneſs from time to time, 
a4 he proves from the Prophet, juſt ſhall live by faith, Now 
then its called the righteanſneſs of God. - 1; Becauſe its a righe 
teoufneſs provided by God before the foundation of the World' in 
his wiſs Gaunſels, and Corenant-GCqmpaR: with:the Son, as: the 
Apoſtle faith exprefly,:.z Pet. 1.:19, 20-- Chriſt as redeemer by 
his precious bloud, as of 'a lainb without fpet [this is bis righteouF 
neſs] who verily [i. ec really asiſuch-] was / fare-ordained of Gad: 
before the faundation of the* world : It was then the Plat and Can» 
trivance of God, and therefore may well be called, the righteouſ- 
neſs of od. ' This Purpoſe and Grace to poor Sinners was firſt 
gixen us in the Perſon: and Righteouſneſs of Chriſt before: the 
World began, but was manifcfted fince, and eſpecially as the firft 
appearance of Chriſt in the fleſh, attually to work out this righ- 
teouſneſs 10. aboliſhing Death, and bringing Life and Immorta- 
lity to Light in the ſaid Goſpel of Chriſt, which he was a Preach- 
er of; this. Head I might be large in infifting on, from other 
places, as 1Eph. 1.6, 7, 8,9. Prov. $ 30. Heb. 10. 8,9. 2. It 
is. the Righteouſneſs of the Perſon who is. God, A&s 20. 28. 
3» Its the only righteouſneſs that God is well pleaſed with a fin- 
ner for,-and in which he makes his law bonourable, Iſa. 42. 21. 
3» God hath called and anointed Chrift thereto 71 rigbreouſ- 
- Iſa. 42.6. j.e- toanfwer my law and righteouſneſs therein, 
and to perform the work of righteouſneſs, the Condition of the 
Covenant I have given thee for,, ſo Heb. 8. 3. chap. 5.5. & 


9, 12- 
4+ Its 3 Righteouſneſs hecaming the Grace of God, as the gift of 
rigbreouſneſs, Rom. 5.' and becoming the Perfe&t Juſtice and 
Law of God, and tberefore magnifics his Law, &©c. and becom- 
ing the Wiſdom of God, therefore Chriſt is called, the Wiſdom of 
God; and anſwers all the ends of Gud's Glory in Man's Salva. 
tion. | | 
Ms 5, Its 
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$- Tts the Righteouſneſs of God, - in regard of the ftateligeſs 
and bighneſs thereof, as the Trees of Lebanon were called the 
Trees of Febpvab, Pfat. 104.16. - 
6. In a way of oppoſition to all mens inherent righteouſneſs, 
which is humane, mans righteouſneſs only ; this is God's rightes 
ouſnefs, and be hatb made Chriſt v0 be righteouſneſs ta ns, x Cor. 
L, ZOs , ; 

$. 10. Now here is reaſon enough why Chrift's Righteouf- 
neſs ſhould be called the righreoufueſs of God, and thatits plainly 
ſo intended in the Text appears. | 0: 

I. Becauſe its a revealed righteouſneſs that Man faw not he-' 
fore, they can eaſily ſee their own own righteouſneſs, without 
Revelation they are addifted. ; | | 

2. Its the righteouſneſs of Chrift that is the righteouſneſs of 
the Goſpel of Chrift, the Goſpel of Chrift js calted fo, becauſe 
its the preaching Chriſt and him crucified, 1 Cor.' g. and becauſe 
its his Goſpel whereby he cometh and preacheth' peace' through 
his righteouſneſs, Fpb.2.14,15- v"'L 2 

3- Its the righteouſnefs of Chriſt, hecauſe-its the great objet 
of Faith in Juftification for its abſurd tq fay, our faith js the 
obje& of faith, its ſomething without a man firſt, that he þe- 
_— upon z faith is the evidence or Hypoſtacy of things not 
een. a 3 
' 4+ Its oppoſed to the Anger and Wrath of God revealed in the 
Law, v- 18. as that righteouſneſs which anſwers it. 

5. The Apoftle throughout this E iftle caſts off, and aban- 
dons all righteouſneſs of ours as inſuficient, therefore this muſ# 
þe the righteouſneſs intended: | /agh 
* 6, The Text is plain, thatthe righteouſneſs of-God is ſpoken 
of objcAtively, asto faith 3 for a thing is revealed that it may be 
ſeen, its revealed from one at of faith-to another, and it is con: 
firmed by the words of the Prophet, +be-juft ſhalt live by faith, on 
this righteouſneſs believing in it,” and feeding upon it as their 
food of life, and therefore is not in themſelves, Hut in the Gol+ 
pel there as revealed ; for the import of the words ſhould he, ac- 
cording tothoſe men, / am not aſhamed of the Goſpel of Chriſt, it 
fs the power of God 10 Salvgtion, for therein |. e.* in the Goſpel 
preached, not in our ſelves ] is the righteouſneſs of God revealed, 
from one att of faith to anvther, to be ſeen by it \ it is not faid 
that faith js revealed to be the righteouſneſs of God, but the 
righteouſneſs of God in the Gofpel,] becauſe it is the power of 
God to Salvation, is revealed to our faith, and to be thgt righte- 
ouſneſs which is Goſpel righteouſneſs, therefore not in our five. : 
3-The preaching thereof,is the power of God to Salvation,and that 
which a believers faith lives upon, | $- i146 
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-& 11. The next place, Rom..3-21, 22. The Apoftle in the 
9th verſe ſaith, he proved both Fews and Gemiles under fin, vix. 
under the tranſgreſſhon of the Moral Law,as plainly appears by bis 
Proof unto v; 19. -now ſaith he, they are under the Jaw in that 
they are convitt by the law, even the whole World, by 8 v-4uG- 
that law, not the Ceremonial but Moral, againſt which all the 
forementioned tranſgreſſions are committed, and Gentiles, . who 
were never under the Ceremonial Law, as well' as Fews. Now, 
faich the Apoſtle, ſeeing that by this Moral Law the World is 
condemned, its impoſhble that any works of obedience to any 
law whatever ſhould g- for if-any other law - comes to milder 
terms,” unleſs. this Jaw be reſcinded, its impoſſible any man can 
be righteous before God, hence he concludes, therefore by the 
deeds of the: Iaw, i. e. any law, mo fleſh can be juſtified-in Gods 
febs z whatever Law men may pretend to, God will judge - and 
try all by the Moral Law, for-a ſinner and. tranſgreſſor of God's 
law, can have the knowledge of fin by it, 2. e..-Convigtion. but 
no Salvation by any righteouſneſs of. his performance; What 
then, muſt-all the World periſh therefore for want of a righteouſ- 
neſs ? No, God hath provided a-righteouſneſs, [ he'duth not. ay, 
God hath repealed. his Law, and made a new-,one ] the. righte- 
ouſneſs of God without 4 new law is evident, or made manifeſt in 
the. Goſpzl, which is witnefſed by the Law, 7.ce. of Moſes, in the 
Dodrine of .Sacrifices, and by the Prophets that; have propheſjed 
of Chriſt, v.22. even the rigbreouſneſs of God, which is by the faith 
of Feſus Chriſt, viz. the righteouſneſs of Chrift which faith lays 
hold on, which s by faith, i, e.; which we receive by faith, for it 
may be ſaid, what is this righteouſneſs of God ? faith the Apoftleg 
it is in Chrift;\ how have it we in; Chriſt ? by, faith; Now, faith 
he, its unto all, z. e. imputed unto all, and upon all, as a cover- 
ing or robe, of righteouſneſs by the-faith of every Believer, by 
the leaft as well as the greateft,/by a Genre Believer as well as 
a Fewz there's no'\difference in _the degree of righteouſneſs, . nor 
in the imputation of it, nor application of. it, all Believers are 
equally, and alike righteous in_Chrift's righteouſneſs which is the 
righteouſneſs of , God, and the reaſon added, for al bave fined, 
and juſtified freely by Gods grace through the redemption bat is in 
Feſus Chriſt, x" | 

. 12. Now it appears that the righteouſneſs of God is 
ChriR's righteouſneſs ; That righteouſneſs that fully and com- 
pleatly ſatisfied that law, which convicted all the world as guilty, 
3s the righteouſneſs of Chrift ; but ſuch is the righteouſneſs here 
ſpoken of, as is apparent by the whole Text. 2. That righteouſ- 
neſs which we have. by faith... in, another to juſtification, is the 


righte- 


| 
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righteouſneſs of Chrift 5 but this righteouſneſs . is that whick 
'we have by and in another ; for- faith is ſaid-to_ a@ upon. what 


is without us, and not on that which is within us. 3» That, which 
is imputed to Sinners, devoid of any righteouſneſs by the law: or 
by any law, is the righteouſneſs, of Chrift z but this righteouſ- 
neſs of God is ſo, ergo, the Propoſitions of thele Syllogiſms lies 
plainly proved in the Text, 4+ If all righteouſneſs:be- here pe- 
remptorily reje&ed, which is performed by us in obedience to 
any law, then the righteouſneſs here introduced, the righteoul- 
nels of God, is Chrift's righteouſneſs z but. the Antecedent, 
true, v. 20» 5. If the righteouſneſs of Chriſt, is;our juſtifying 
righteouſneſs, which the Apoſtle intends - thronghout this Di- 
ſcourſe, then God's righteouſneſs is Chriſt's, but ergo, the, Mr- 
mor, which is the Antecedent, is proved, The redemption and pro» 
pitiation of Chriſt is the righteouſneſs by which we are juſtified, ve24e 
E. That righteouſneſs which the law of Moſes witnefſeth to, be- 
ing the realon and ſign thereof, is the righteouſneſs bf Chriſt, as 
ſuch ; For what did the ſacrifices for ſin, but witneſs. to Chriſt's 
great propitiatory ſacrifice ? but the ſacrifices of the lai all held 


forth, Chriſt offering bimſelf a ſacrifice for fir, and the Goſpel was 


therein preached- Now it's plain' the Apoſtie brings in the law of 
Moſes witneſſing to this righteouſneſs of God, _ £ 

S. 13. The next place is Kom. 10. 3- The Fews had a zeal for 
God, and a blind devotion, but- were extreme ignorant of Gof- 
pel-Myſteries, being ignorans of the righteouſneſs of God, being 
ignorant of God' righteouſneſs in the law, viz. the perfection there- 
of, and going about-10 eſtabliſh their own imperfet righteouſneſs unto 
juſtification, they ſubmicted not to juſtification by God's rigbre= 
ouſneſs, being ignorant of Chriſt's righteouſneſs 3 for it's expreſly 
faid to be the righteouſneſs of God, v, 4. Submined nor 30 the righ- 
reouſneſs of God ; for Chriſt is the end of the law, for. righteouſmeſs 
$0 every one that believeth. Take the Argument theo, that Chrift's 
righteouſneſs is God's ; | 

1. That rightecuſneſs which is direaly oppoſed to- our own 
in juſtification, is Chriſt's righteouſnels ; but God's righteouſneſs 
here is 0, | 

_ 2. That righteouſneſs which a man being ignorant of, tho* he know 
his own righteouſneſs, falls ſhort of juſtification, is Chriſt's righteouſ- 
eſs; but the righteouſneſs of God in the Text; is ſuch ; ergo, 

3- That which is the end of the Jaw for rich t-onſneſs,{ 1.c.anſwers 
the law ] is the righteouinels of God 3 but Chriſt is 152 end of the 
law. this Argument is ſo plain and full in the Text, that it 
'cannot be aniwered wich any fair precence, tho* they make a 
bluadering at it £0 020 purpole z and you ſhall fee the Apoſtle 

op- 


226 Of the Righteouſneſs of Gov, 
Oppſeth it, v. 5. ro the righteonſneſs of the law, conſiſting in do; 
Und- at once tells us, the righteouſneſs of God, the Vighwonfueſs of 
Chrift, and the. righteouſneſs of Faith, 1s bat one nghreonſneſs, wid 
vppoſtd to the rigbreouſneſs of the law which the Fews eſtabliſhed 3 
thitking, as our Nepnonievs do, that it was ſufficient to juftifica- 
Yvon t6 have ſome imperfe@ ſincere obedience to Moſes's law , 
(For 1 bear them veoord, ſaith the Apoſtle, they bave 2 qral of God, 
that their ſincerity) which was the new law z for if they were 
faved by the law of Grace, this was diſpenſed to them in Mo- 
fes's law ; they knew not that God's law required perfeft right, 
and its petfet right muſt anſwer it. Hence it appears that they 
hed the ſame opinioh chat the Neonomrans now have, that Moſes's 
Taw, was a new law, requiring only obedience to the moral part 
'6f it, ſo far as they could, and for their fins to offer ſacrifice, ac- 
<ording to the ceremonial part z and refting therein, without 
faith in the Antitype, they reckoned themſelves fully righteous 
for juſtification : Hence, upon the annual day of atonement, they 
reckoned themſelyes as innocent as Adam in his innocency, 7. ec, as 
free from gailt, propitiation being made, till they had contra- 
Red more guilt : Therefore the Apoftle ſaith, Heb. 10. 1. That 
the law being a ſhadow of good 1hings to come, could never with 
thoſe ſacrifices, which they offered year by year, make the co- 
wmets thereto perfet ; and the moſt carnal of them reckoned 
themſelves perfe&ted by thoſe ſacrifices but for a time. There- 
fore it's moſt abſurd, to afſert, that the carnal Fews, whom the 
Apoſtle writes againſt, did endeavour after a perfe&ion of the 
daw'of works ; 1. Becauſe they offered ſacrifices, and made atone- 
meat for ſin. 2. Becauſe, when they did make atonement, they 
reckoned they contratted new guilt, and were perfe& but for a 
time : Therefore the Apoſtle ſaith, Rom.g. 30, 3t, 32. they at- 
rained not 10 the righteouſneſs of faith, becauſe they ſought their righte- 
onfneſs as it were by the works of the law, not directly by perfe&t 
obedience, but by ſuch as they had, and not by faith in Chriſt's 
obedience, for the Apoftle is expreſs in it, for they ſtum3led at 
tbas ſtumbling ſtove, which was Chriſt, as the Apoſtle proves, Be- 
bold I lay in Sion a ſtumbling ſtone, &c. 3. When they offered they 
confefſed Sin, 
 $. 14. Mr. #. gives his Explication ef this place, Rom.10.4. 
thus, For Chriſt is the end of the Law for righteouſneſs, i. e. as 1 
confirue it, Chrift by bis ſatisfattion, hath procured that we ſhould not 
he judged by the law of works, and conſequently, that righteouſneſs of 
juſtifearion - be attained if we do perform the terms of the Goſpel. 
Reſp. Can Mr. #. be ſo irrational, as to think in his Judgment 
and Conſcience, that this is a genuine Interpretation- Here lies 
in 
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A 4, xt very fairly ay two things, 1. That the fights» 
ouſne i God is explained by him particularly to be the right 
ouſheſs of Chriſt— bave vor ſubmitted to, - 5, e. accepted the 
righteouſtiefs of God : What is that ? the righteouſneſs of 
Chrift, for Chrift is the righteouſtieſs that anſwers the tighte« 
ouſneſs of thetaw, and this 1s the righteouſnels of God. #. The 
Defigh aid great End of the Law was righteouſneſs, ahd perfeft 
4 mrey $, unto Juftification of Min, ferfeft carinot be þ&r- 
forthied by fallen min, therefore God hath provided a "perfe 
righteouſneſs in Chrift* and be Fs this end of the Huwb 40 every ye 
that 'belteverh, and here, by juſtifit S him bo rightvouſneſh, 
God % juſt, and the puter, ki that belfeverb ih Feſhs:3 ah Its 
the righteoufneſs of faith, becauſe its not for Juſtification by *ay 
thing that evicuates or retaxeth'the aw of God, but eftabRheth-iT 
in ſeeking for, and hying told opor Juſtification by a righiteonlſ- 
neſs that fully anſwers the ſaw. How will it hid in MY. 'S. 
fence, That Chrift by his Satisfaion hath procured, tht We 
ſhould riot anſwer the law of works, or that he ſhould not be the 
end of the taw of works for righteouſtteſs th a Believer '; biit'that 
a believer's performance 'of obedience to the 'new Jaw, ſhould be 
the end of the taw of works, for righteoiffneſs, which is 'n direQ 
contradiftion to the Texr. For he faith, 'Chriſt is the 'e1d 'of #be 
law, what taw ? of all tw, of works, in 'way of 'Satisfation of 
the Moral and concurring Ceremonial as «an Antitype'z he'wnd 
his righteouſneſs is ſhadowed forth thereby he faich riot that 
Chrift is the end of a law for a righteonſneſs of our perfottning, 
for that would be a contradiftion'; to fay the end 'of a 'law'is 
righteouſneſs, and then Chrift is the'end'vf it for -andther righte- 
ouſnefs, and not his own 5 he ſhould have faid, believing 'is the 
end of the law for Tighteouſheſs to 'every one 'thiit Dulieveth. 
Laftly, What righteoultiefs is it to take us 'from-untler a'law,: or 
relax it, or procure that it ſhallinot 'be ſatisfizd at all, and'thiit 
the offender ſhall be juſtified by another 'Law ? 

$. 15. The next Text is, He bath 'made'bim fin for ua 'twho 
knew no ſin that we might be made the righteouſneſs of God in'vSim, 
2'Cor. 5. 21. 7. e. ſaith Mr. #. the immaculate tamb-mate'a Sacri- 
fice for our fins, rhat we may become righteous 'with the righteouſneſs 
of 'God, which be accepts through bim ; Chriſt as a Sacrifice" vedetms 
us from a Law of Sin, and purchaſetb for'us a law of grace, 'attord- 
ing to that law we have a righteouſneſs which is a riohieonfueſs [46> 
cepred unto life through Chriſt. Medioc.'p. 28. 

R. So that Mr.#'s, meaning miuft be, That Chrift was made Sin 
under the old law, that we might have righteouſneſs by him-un- 
der the new law, and*that 'what Chriſt did under the ' old hw, 

amounted 
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amounted to no righteouſneſs to us; But he muſt be righteouſ- 
neſs to-us under the / New Law, and then Chrift was made un- 
der the New Law, which theſe men vill dety, and be our. righ- 
teouſneſs there z no, ſay they, not himſelf be our righteouſneſs, 
but procure that we ſhould be our own righteouſneſs 3 then the 
true meaning is here, That Chrift was made Sin for us—— that 
we ſhould be our own righteouſneſs 3 but how our righteoufneſs 
.in Chrifts ? is ovr. righteonſneſs Chrifts ? then it is that we 
-may-be made Chrifts righteouſneſs, becoming ours by Imputa- 
tion: Chriſt being made ſin for as, he glofſes npon as the Socini- 
ans, i.e. Chriſt the immaculate. Lamb was made a ſacrifice for fin. 
It is true, Chriſt is expreſly ſaid to.be a ſacrifice for fin, but 
how? 1. As the true. Sacrifice, not as a typical, Heb. g. 26: 
-2- As a Sacrifice to bear Sinz not leſs, but more than all the 
Sacrifices of Old, and therefore it is ſaid 70 be made ſin for us 3 he 
was. not a finner by nature, neither was his nature corrupted by 
his being made Sin for us, therefore he was made ſin by legal 
amputation 3 made fi, becauſe put under the law, the Priefts and 
Sacrifices of old had the fins of the People laid upon them, fin 
was Charged on them, their own firft for which they ſacrificed, 
then the ſins of the People.z but Chrift did not only bear Sin as 
the Sacrifice that was flain, but as Scape Goat alſo, for one Type 
could not hold forth the fulneſs of Chriſt's Righteouſneſs ; there- 
fore the Apoſtle ſaith, he did not only bear fin, but bore it away 
Heb. 9.26, 28. Now its a ftrange thing that theſe men ſhouid 
ſpit at this DoQrine of Chriſt's bearing Sin, one of late calling it 
Poyſon; another ſaying, he bore not our very fins, and all, that 
he bore only ſuffering tor ſin z I would know, how any can ſuf- 
fer for Sin. in Law or Juftice, and not legally bear the charge 
- of fin? And how Chriſt came to be a Curſe, if he bore not Sin ?. 
2+ He bore Sin becauſe he bore the Curſe of the Law; he was 
made a curſe, doth curſe come upon any but for ſin? Is there any 
in the World but. for Sin ? therefore whatever ſubje&t hath the 
curſe of the law, hath alſo the charge of fin, for they are inſepa- 
rable. | 
3: How dare any man be ſo audacious as to give the Spirit of 
God. the lie, in that it hath: ſo often and peremptorily aſſerted, 
We. bave gone aſtiray—— and the Lord hath laid on him the iniquities 
of us all, be bath cauſed thera 10 meet upon bim , will you ſay that 
3s the puniſhment of us all, when the Spirit of God, ſpeaks ſo di- 
ftinly of puniſhment,-v. 5. and tells us, the reaſon, becauſe . he 
bore ſin, be was wounded for our 1ranſpreſſion, becauſe fin was laid 
upon; him, fo v. 8. for the tranſgreſſion of my prople was he ſtricken, 
and lcaft you, ſhould be at a ftand in this Point, about res 
| Nearing 
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bearing ſin, its eons again, as the reaſon of Chrifts juſtifying 
many, v.11. for be ſhall bear their iniquities, _.Nay, its added 
the third-time, and he bare the fins of many ; ſo that Chrifts bears 
ing Sin diftint from Puniſhment, is no leſs than three times in 
this Chapter. It is alſo fully expreft in the New-Teftament, 10+ 
tidem verbis, Heb. 9.28. Chriſt was once offered there's his ſuf- 
fering] for what? to bear the fins of many, and 1 Pex. 2: 24, 
He bu own ſelf bare our ſins in bus body on the tree 5 and in multi- 
tide of places, in expreſſions that are tantamount to theſe ; and 
now to ſay, that Chrift did not bear fin, and all things that the 
Law calls Sin, let it be as filthy and as vile as you will (for its 
ſo, becauſe its «voyui-, for all «waplia is -'yuia, and we know 
he was manifeſt 10. take away all ſn; now is. there any thing which 
you call the filth of fin, is it awere, is it not then eavoyir, the 
tranſgreſſion of the law? if it be, Chrift bore itz if he did not, 
then it ftands yet in Gods fight ? and the. hand-writing of the 
law is againit you, and you are not juſtified z and why is Chriſt's 
Sacrifice ſaid to be the purging of fin, xa MeruG, many things 
might be ſaid to ſhew how properly its ſpoken ſee Dr. Owen. I 
muſt for brevity ſake orily ſay, that it imports Chrift*s purging 
us by Sacrifice from all that the law of God calls filthy in fin : 
Then its objeted, Chrift was unclean. Anſw. Not morally pol- 
tuted, but legally unclean, while. he was under our fins, as the 
Sacrifices were, and therefore be ſuffered without the- camp. : 

Obj. Then the Saints bave no ſin, who give ſufficient evidence 
that fin remains in them. | 7 

Anſw. The Saints are.without ſpot before God in Point of 
Juftification, they are juſtified from all fin and. filthy ſpot. in Gods 
fight. 2. Sin remains in them, and will do in Point of Santti- 
fication, which is not perfe in this life, but all in their tins that 
is a burden to them, that is odious and filthy, was laid on Chrift 
by Imputation, or elſe Chriff died in vain, or made not full fa- 
tisfattion for their ſins, and they are yet in their fins, and bear 
fhem, and (v unjuſtified, This I have a little the more enlarged 
upon for ſome reaſons. | 

'$. 16, H pray nore it, its not ſaid that bs righteouſneſs might be- 
come ours, nor that we might be made his righteouſneſs, but that we 
might be made the righteoufneſs of God. | | 

K:ſp. Tts ſaid, that we might be made the righteouſneſs of God in 
him, and what is the righteouſneſs of God in him but his righte- 
ouſneſs ? in him, ſhews where this righteouſneſs of God is, its in 
him, the Apoſtle ſpeaks not of two Subjetts, but of one that is 
Chriſt; and is it not ſaid, that his righteouſneſs may become 
curs ? what is more plain? 1, Its ſaid, as Chriſt was made 
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fin, viz. by Imputation, for its a legal making, ſo righteouſneſs 
is made ours, -2. As our fins are made Chrifts, not by his Cor- 
ruption, but being imputed to him juridically z ſo his Righteouſ- 
nels is made ours in Juſtification before God, As he was made 
Sin in our ſins, ſo we are made Righteouſneſs, in the righteouſ- 
neſs of God that is in'him; The Phraſe #2 him, determines ex- 
preſly what the righteouſneſs of God is, unleſs men will be wil- 
fully blind to plain Truth. | 

Laſtly, What he faith is in uncouth Terms, he ſaith Chriſt re. 
deemed us \from 'the law of fin, 1 find not the Moral Law any 
where ſo called, but the law of fin is the Bent, Propenfity and 
Inclination of our natures to fin, and ſo uſed Rom. 7.23. 

2, He calls meer procurement, SatisfaQion, which we have 
excepted againſt | before. 
. 3+. Its no ſence to ſay, that Chrift was made Sin, in making 
agreement of procuring to obtain any good thing for himſelf 
Or us. . 
4. Why doth he talk of Chrifſts Procurement, when he denys 
that which is the thing here mentioned, as the next end of 
Chriſt's being made Sin, which is, that: we ſbould be made the 
righteouſneſs of God in Chriſt, : 

5s. If he hath procured that we ſhould not be judged by the 
law of works, then he hath procured the repeal of the law, then 
it ceaſeth to be »orma /judicit, and what ſatisfied it. 
- 6, He hath procured a new law, what's that to the righteouſ- 
neſs of it, which they deny to be procured by Chrift? the Par- 
ltiament procuresan Act to pay the King Taxes, but we the Peos 
ple muſt pay the Money. 
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CHAP. XIV. 


Dther Places of Scripture Uindicated from 
Falſe Oloſles. 


Seftion 1. Ar. CVs Falſe Gloſs on Ifa. 45. 24- 
FS. 2. His Gloſs on Jer. 23. 6. Examined. F. 3. The 
Branch vs Chriſt Prieſt as well as King. X. 4. 1 Cor. 
I. 30. Examined. FS. 5. Rom. 4. 6. Examined. 
$&. 6. Phil. 3. 9. Examined. F. 7. Rom. 5. 19. 
F. 8. And Heb. 7. 22. Examined. 9g. Further of 
Chriſts Suretiſhip. 


Seftion 1, HE falſe Glofſes of Mr. C1. are firt upon Je. 

5. 24+ Surely ſhall one ſay, in,the Lord I bave 
righteouſneſs and omaha which, he ſaith, are words of the Deity 
in oppoſition to Idols, and that the moſt rebellious ſhall ſubmit to bim, 
and the ſeed of 1ſrael ſhat confeſs they have righteouſneſs by him, i. e. 
of his beſtowing upon them in the ſame manner as they bave ſtrength ; 
for as be ſtrengthens us, ſo be makes us righteouſneſs, upon which be 
deals with us as righteous perſons, and juſtifies us. 

Reſp. The words are the words of Chriſt who is called Feho- 
vah in divers places by the Prophets, but that they are the words 
of Febovab in the Perſon of Chrift, I am told plainly by the 
Holy Ghoſt, Phil. 2. 10. and Chriſt, Fehovab ſwares, that every 
knee ſhould bow, and every tongue confeſs, as the Apoſtle ſaith, ar* 
the Name of Feſus, for he ſaith, be 7s a juſt God and 4 Saviour, 
ſo is Jeſus, and. there is no God: or. Saviour but hez there is no 
other Name given, therefore this Homage that he calls for is to 
him as Fehovah, Saviour, TN ["N WWD, Aﬀs 4.12. 2. Its 
bim, the ends of the earth, i.e, the Gentiles ſhould look to, to be 
ſaved by. 3. The great thing that hereby we are aſſured of, 
and promiſed irreverliibly is, that at the time when the Gentiles 
ſhall ſubmit to Chriſt, they ſhall acknowledge that in Febovah 
the Saviour, Chrift, they have ES and ſtrength, its a 
force to the Text to reader 1 by (from or by) for its plainly 
in Fehovah, for in Chriſt is our righteouſneſs and ftrength, and 
becauſe here is two things named, its no reaſon to ſay they come 
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to us the; ſame way, the fulneſs of Chrift bath of righteouſneſs for | 


Juſtification, by way of imputation, and ftrength for SanRifica- 
tion : Now according to theſe Men, to ſay, in Febovab 1 bave 
righteouſneſs, is to ſay, in my ſelf I have righteouſneſs and 
ftrength z but it denotes that the righteouſneſs that we are jufti- 
fied by is in Fehovab, v.25, and its that which is in Febovab, for 
#n the Lord ſhall all the ſeed of Jſrael, i. e. the true ſeed, be juſti- 
fied, and glory, they ſhall alſo give God the Glory of the ftrength 


they receive in Grace for as Chrift is made of God the righteouſ- | 
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»eſs, ſo he is made the-Fountain, Head and Root of their SanQi- | 


fication, and this isa ſpecial Prophecy of the latter days, when 
the Vail ſhall beremoved, aud the Glory of Chriſt ſhine more 
brightly than to the Fews of old, who ſought for righteouſneſs in 
themſelves for the moſt part, and lived upon a Neonomian righte- 
ouſneſs, Chrift Jehovah faith it ſhou}d not be ſo when the ends 
of the earth came to be his inheritance, then men ſhould re- 


nounce their own righteouſneſs, and acknowledge Chrifts right- 


eouſnels alone to be their fron, righteouſneſs, yet that all *' 


Grace and Holineſs 1s treaſured up in him. 1. Its the righteouſ- 
eſs of God, ſuch Paul calls ſo. ' 2, Its the righteouſneſs of Juſt i- 
fication. 3. Its a Righteouſneſs of God in Chrift Fehovah. 4. 
Its a righteouſneſs made ours by Imputation. 5. Its the righte- 
ouſneſs that every true Believer 1s juſtified by, for ſuch are the 
. 'Seed of Iſrael in the days of the Goſpel, 6. It is that righteouſ- 
neſs not only to be received - to Juſtification, but to be rejoiced 
in z they ſhall rejoice in Chrift Jeſus, having no confidence in 
their own fleſhly righteouſneſs, - 

$. 2. Mr.Cl. p. 31. The next is Fer. 23-6, He ſhall be call- 
ed the Lord our Righteouſneſs, Much of the ſame import with the for- 
mer, the words are very general without aſſigning how: Here are 
four Verſes treating of Chriſt : I obſerve every paſſage refers 0 bis 
Kingly Office—— wv. 6. muſt be underſtood in a ſence correſpondens 
20 the reſt, v. That he # the 1.ord that doth execute Fudgment 
and Righteouſneſs for us z and 1 deny not but it may refer 10 a bee 
ing our Righteouſneſs in _ agreeable 10 Scripture, as to be the 
author of our righteouſneſs. 

My. H. Its not appropriated to the Second Perſon, but to be under- 
ſtood of the Goſpel-goodneſs of God, whereby be imputeth righteouſneſs 
ro us, when we bave none according to the law of Creation —— ſigni- 
ſing that God hath found out a means to demonſtrate bis Fuſtice 10 
fe July (and bis goodneſs more fully) in ſaving us by this new law 
through bis Sons Mediation, than if we bad kept our firſt Innocency, 
or underwent eternal Fudgment. 
eſp. I find Mr. #, talks by roat, I ſuppoſe he did not fo 
much 


Uindicated from falſe Gloſſes. 133 
much as turn to Text when- he wrote, for he ſpeaks too, ſo ab- 
ſurdly, as that he manifeſts plain Ignorance of the Text, as to 
ſay, that its not appropriate to the Son; and indeed all that 
follows, but I find Mr, #. takes his blowing upon a Place of 
Scripture to be enough to carry away all the Sence and Authort- 
ty of it. I find Mr. C1. hath lookt much further into the Text, 
and ſo far contradicts Mr. Z. as that it is appropriate to Chriſt, 
but takes it to belong to his Kingly Office what is their ſaid ; but 
is not ſo peremptory as to deny, but it may be underftood of 
Chriſt being our Righteouſneſs in other Senſes, we plead but for 
one Senſe, and that we ſhall endeavour to make good. The Pro- 
pheſie, as Mr. C1, ſays, b:longs to Chriſt who is often entitu- 
led TINY in the Prophets; and the Prophet foretels at leaft the 
Days of his Incarnation and Exaltation, the riling up of his Glo- 
ry from ſmall unlikely and contemptible Beginnings, /ſa. 53. 2, 3+ 
he is called, Iſa, 11. 1. a Science TIN, out of the Stemm - of 
Feſſe, and NY) a Branch, or Sprout out of Davids Roots, and 
he is called a Branch eſpecially in that he ſprung out of the then 
obſcure Houſe of David as to his Humane Nature, and ſprang up 
in a State of Humiliation and Suffering, yet he ſhould ariſe to a 
glorious Threne, for he ſhould fit upon the Throne of David to 
Order and Eftabliſh it, &c, J/z. 9.9. I deny not, but the 
Kingly Reign and Government is here ſpoken of, but this is not 
all that is ſaid of him, when he is entitled the Branch, we have 
not only his Kingly Qualifications ſpoken of but his Prophetical 
and Prieftly, Iſa. 11: 1, 2,3, 4. As its ſaid, he ſhoutd Judge in 
Righteouſneſs, ſo its ſaid, Righteouſneſs ſhould be the girdle of 
his Loins, as the High-Priefts 3 and ſo here he ſpeaks not only. 
of his Kingly Juſtice, but of his Prieftly Righteouſneſs; for he 
faith, as King he ſhall Reign and Proſper, ſo he ſhall Work 
Judgment and Righteouſneſs in the Earth z; ANQUSI NUY 
5JINA NAT, He ſhall Work Judgment and Righteouſneſs, 7. 2, 
ſhall in the State of his Humiliation Work 'out Judgment and 
Righteouſneſs, or while on Earth, and it ſeems to be the genu- 
ine meaning in that he had ſpoken of his Kingly Reign before, 
and immediately ſpeaks of FudaF's Salvation and Security there- 
in, and the Reaſon of it ſhould be that he ſhouJd be called the 
Lord our Righteouſneſs, becauſe he ſhould be ſo famous not on- 
ly for Reigning Righteouſneſs, but alſo for Redeeming; and it's 
in this reſpett the Righteouſneſs of God, and then Gods in Feho- 
vab Chriſt, and then ours by giving it to us, and in imputing it 
to us; for we find that not only the Kizgly Righteouſneſs as is 
aſcribed to the Branch, but alſo a Prieftly, Zech. 6. 13. and 
what is it that ſhall be done by this Kingly Pcick? The remo- 
K 3 val 
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yal of the Tniquities of the Land in one Day,” 'Zeth: 3. g. 

S$. 3- Hence we ſee this Branch is Jeſus Chrift, this Branch is 
ſet forth to be a King and Prieft, He ſhall bear the Glory, and 
Rule, and be a Prieſt upon the Throne, Zech. 6. 13. And he ſhall 
be ſuch a Branch as to be the Stons of 7/72el, i. e. the Corner 
Stone as the Lamb, Kev. 5. with ſeven Eyes, and ſhould remove 
and take away the Iniquity of the Land in one Day, 7. &. by his 
Righteouſneſs, but you ſay, how comes he to be our Righteouſ- 
neſs ? God makes him ſo, read the Text right, for NJ? is not 


Paſſive in Nzph, but Aive, therefore its thus, this is the Name 
which he ſhall call him, z. e. The Lord that would raiſe up to 
Devid a righteous Branch, as King, and Prieſt, a Prieft of the 
Tribe of Fudah, a Melchizedeck, This God ſhall put this Name 
upon him, the Lord our Righteouſneſs ; let us go a little further 
yet, and the Spirit of God will tell us the full intent and mean- 
ing of this great Name of Chriſt, ſee Fer. 33. 15. And there we 
ſhall find the very ſame Propheſie repeated with a little Altera- 
tion, before God ſaith, The Day is come, that I will perform the 
good thing promiſed to the Fuſe of Iſrael, and the Houſe of Fudah, 
what's that, 7 will. cauſe the Branch of Righteouſneſs FIRPTY MY 
inde, by way of Eminency, the Branch that ſhall flouriſh in all 
Righteouſneſs, Kingly and Prieſtly, and 1/7ae} ſhall be ſaved, &c. 
He ſhall be Jeſus a Saviour of his People by Righteouſneſs, and 
this is the Name by which ſhe, z. e. Jſrael and Fudab thall be cal- 
led, the Church, 12NVP) Febovab our Righteouſneſs, Febouab- 
gidkenu 5 now this Place, I find is a Nol# me tangere to ſome Di- 
vines, let the Men that look upon the Place as ſs dangerous, 
read the Hebrew Text, and they muft underſtand a great Go- 
ſpel Myftery, that this great Name whereby the Father hath 
graciouſly as to us, and honourably as to him ſhould be put upon 
the Church, ſure its to ſhew that the Righteouſneſs of God in 
Chrift is put upon the Church; that ſhe is made the Righteouſ- 
neſs of Febovah in Chrift, and you'll ſay, why ſo great and ſacred a 
Name on the Church, is not this the Name of God only, whoſe 
Name alone is Fehovah? Yes, Fehovah is, but Fehovab-zidkenu is 
Chrift's and the Churches, and this is the new Name ſhe is called 
by, which the Mouth of the Lord hath ſpoken, J/2. 62. 5. but 
you'll ſay, it ſeems too great for the Church, and it makes Chrift 

a Publick Perſon, there's no doubt of the laft, the Church is cal- 

Jed Chriſt, being one Myftical Body with him, 1 Cor. 12. 12. 

But ſeemeth it too great for the Church to be thus called ? Its 
the new Name which the Mouth of” the Lord hath given, and its 

a Name of a real Thing, God hath made it righteous in Chriſt's 

Righteouſneſs, and why not as well as the Place on _ 
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Moriah, which Abraham called Febovab Fireb, and its ſaid (faith 
Moſes ) to this Day, in the Mount the Lord will be ſeen, and ſo 
Moſes Builds an Altar, and calls it Febovah Nif, the Lords my 
Banner, Likewiſe Gideoy calls an Altar Fehovah Shalom, Fudg. 
6. 24. | 

+ 4+ Mr. C1. faith, zbat 1 Cor. 1. 30. ſeems to have a great 
huh to this, for he is our Righteouſneſs, and made unto us Righte- 
ouſneſs is much alike. - 

Reſp. Eſpecially when God makes him our Righteouſneſs, and 
calls him ſo, for the Words are, Who of God is made unto us, Wiſ- 
dom, &c. But he faith, Chrift is zot Wiſe and Holy in our flead, 
neither doth is follow then that he is Atively Righteous in our ſtead ; 
but the meaning is, he is the procuring meritorious Cauſe, by his per- 
fe# Obedience bath ſatisfied the Law, and procur'd a new Way of Righ- 
teouſneſs by Faith, Sanftification. 

Reſp. The Words are not, Chrift is Wiſe and Holy in our 
ſtead, but that Chrift is made of God to us what he is there ſaid 
to be, whether Wiſdom as a Prophet to teach us, or Righteouf- 
neſs as a Prieſt, to Cloath us with the Garment of Salvation and 
Robe of Righteouſneſs 3 and that he is made of God to be what 
he is in the divers Ways and manner of Being or Conveying, 
what we have from him, he-is our Wiſdom by way of teaching, 
Righteouſneſs by way of Sacrifice, SanRification by being the 
Treaſure of all Grace and Holineſs which God beftows, he is Re- 
demption, in that all the Promiſes of Inchoation and Conſum- 
mation of Redemption are yea and Amen in him.But Mr.Cl, makes 
Righteouſneſs and Santtification all one, and Chrift being to us 
all theſe Things one way by meriting and procuring, we have as 
much right to ſay too, that Chriſt is all theſe one Way,viz. by Im- 
putation,becauſe we are ſure he is Righteouſneſs to us by Imputas 
tion, but why is Agtive annexed to Righteouſneſs, he might 
have excluded his whole Righteouſneſs by what follows, 
both Ative and Paſfve intentionally, But is not Chrift righte- 
ous in our ftead, when he ſatisfied Gods Law and Juftice in our 
ftead ? For what ? For any wrong we had done unto the Law 'of 
God; I pray,is not that our Righteouſneſs which is Righteouſneſs 
in our ſtead ; but theſe Men will have Satisfa{tion, and no Satisfa- 
Aion, only a new Bargain or Purchale; likewiſe a Satisfaction, 
but not for us, ſo their Satisfattion which they will have Chrift 
make is no Payment for us nor accuunted ſo by God, nor any Sa- 
tisfation to him for any wrong we have done him, that which 
Chriſt hath done is a Purchaſe of a Righteouſneſs; he ſaith, we 
fy Righteouſneſs is the Purchaſe Money, accounted to us; fo 
that Chriſt is not only a Procurer and Beſtower, but he hath 
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ſomething to procure and Purchaſe by, he hath ſomething to of» 
fer, now -as God (hath made Chrift, the fatisfying Price and 
Ranſom-mony, ſo he is made of God Righteouſneſs to us; but 
with Mr. C1. Righteouſneſs and SanRification is all one, this is 
hard dealing with Febovah our Righteouſneſs, theſe Men are as 
= Fews of Old, that would not be ſubje& to the Righteouſneſs 
O God. waS 

S. 5, Mr. Cl. Another is Rom. 4.6. preft to ſerve this 
Cauſe. As David deſcribes the bleſſedneſs of the Man 19-mbom the 
Lord imputes Righteouſneſs withour Works ;, ſay they, the Righteouſ- 
neſs of Chriſt, but its clear, its not meant of any thing in another Per- 
ſon that's imputed for Righteouſneſs, but ſomething in a Mans ſelf, 
by the whole © Fenour of the Chapter, and by ver. g. where be F464 
Faith was reckoned for Righteouſneſs ; ſo that the Righteouſneſs impu- 
ted bere ſpoken of is inherent, graciouſly accounted Righteouſneſs, but 
in ſtrif Fuſtice is not ſo,nor according t0 the Original Law,&c. 

Reſp. This plain Place which ftands -a Rock againft all Popiſh 
and Neonomian Attempts, he calls -preft intq -our Service, or 
Cauſe; no it comes in freely, it's a Volunteer, and mighty thro” 
God to caft down all their Confidence and Imaginations, where's 
the clearneſs in all this Chapter, or Pſalm from whence its ta- 
ken ?is it not clear for the Imputation of anothers Righteouſneſs ? 
Is there any thing of ſelf-righteouſneſs ? Faith is ſpoken of as ac- 
counted to Abraham for Righteouſneſs, but we have ſhewn that, 
that which was imputed to: Abrabam for Righteouſneſs, was the 
Righteouſneſs of the promiſed Seed z for the Goſpel, which is the 
Decrine of Chrifts Righteouſneſs was Preached. to him in the 
Promiſe, and he by Faith ſaw Chriſt's Day of Expiation and At- 
tonement, this he reached by Faith, and it was imputed to him 
not Faith it ſelf, not the Arm that reached it, but the Righte- 
ouſnels it ſelf, There's a Plain Inftance in the Goſpel, where what 
the Object of Faith doth, is aſcrib'd by a Metonymy to Faith it 
ſelf, Mar 9. 21,22. The diſeaſed Woman touched the Hem of 
Chriſt's Garment, and was made whole, -and Chrift ſaith, Wo- 
man thy Faith hath made thee whole, And we ſee Mark g. 29, 30- 
where is the ſame Narrative, that Chriſt perceived that Vertue 
was gone out of him, and yet ſaith, ver. 34. Thy Faith hath made 
thee whole; now I would know of theſe Men, whether it was 
Chriſt's Vertue: that healed the Woman, or the Vertue of her 
Faith, Faith as an AQ of hers that made her whole ? See Luke 
7. 39, 42, 47, 48, 50. Likewiſe the ſtung Jſraelies were healed 
by looking on the Brazen Serpent, was the healing Vertue in the 
Brazen Serpent, or in their own Eyes. Let us now examine then 
how clear it is, that the Place is nut meant of the Pightouineſs 
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of another. The Apoſtle ſaith, that David deſcribeth the righte- 
ouſneſs of the man 19 whom the Lord imputeth righteauſneſs without 
works. | 

1. The Apoſtles deſign in the whole Chapter is to prove our 
Juſtification by a righteouſneſs which is not made up of works of 
our own, andthe Neonomzans ſay, his deſign is to prove, Juftifi- 
cation by works, are not theſe contradicentia? the Apoftle,vegae 
ubique, they ſay, by ſome works only, the Apoſtle means works 
of the old law, they the works of the new ; Its ftrange the Apoſtle 
did not except and ſecure works of the new law  - but I ſuppoſe, 
as for the works of the new law he never heard of them, thence 
his altum filentium about the new law and its works too. He 
faith David was juſtified, or Juſtification was with a righteouſneſs 
without works, - and yet David might plead his. own works to 
Juſtification, as well as any Neonoman. 

1. He wasno carnal Few that ſought Juſtification by the law 
of Works, as appears by Pſa. 51. 

2. If there was any Juſtification then by New-Law works (as 
indeed there was not then or now) David ſure muſt be under the 
New Law for Juſtification, and he muft needs know the works 
thereof, whereby he expeted to be juſtified 3 and therefore I 
thus argue, If David knew be was juſtified by works, . and bleſſed 
therein, then be deals falſly, or the Apoſtle greatly miſtakes bim, in 
ſaying that David proves the bleſſedneſs s the man, &c, the conſe- 
quent is of abſolute neceſſity, and the aſſumption mult, tolere ante- 
ced. ut tollat 'conſeq. for they were both inſpired, and therefore. 
could not deceive themſelves nor us in this great Point, 

Arg. If David proves & righteouſneſs without bs own works, ei- 
ther old or new-law works, then it muſt be works of another that be in-- 
rends, for there's no righteouſneſs without works of ſome or another 3 
if be plainly mean the excluſion of his own works, then he muſt mean 
fome righteouſneſs of another, and not his own, as appears by this Þſal. 
31, and alſo 51. Now we ſhall prove that David means the 
Righteouſneſs of Chrift, and not of the New Law. 

I. Thas righteouſneſs by which ſin # forgiven ts not New-Law 
righteouſneſs, but Chriſt's, and without our works, but the righte- 
ouſneſs is ſuch here, The mejor is proved from the Neonomians 
themſelves, who ſay, there's no forgiveneſs in Juſtification by 
Works, but forgiveneſs is conſequent of it, for that they go to 
the old Law Bar, that the righteouſneſs whereby fin is forgiven - 
15 the righteouſneſs of Chriſt, becauſe its expreſſed by blood, re- 
miſſion # not without blood, and forgiveneſs being one Medium 
by which the Apoſtle proves Juſtification without works, 

: 2. That righteouſneſs which covers from the eye of God's Fuſtice in 
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#be lew, 5 righteouſneſs without oar works, and anothers, and no9 
of the New Law, but ſuch ic the righteouſneſs bere ſpoken of, 3 ſuch 
as covers ſin from the eye of God's Juftice in the Law, ſuch co- 
vering Devid meant, as appears Pſal. 51. 9g. Hide thy face from 
my ſin, and blot ous all mine iniquity z now its ſuch righteouſneſs as 
will take off the Eye of Divine Juſtice from our ſins, yea cancel 
and blot out iniquity. Now as to the major it appears by the 
Neonomian DoArine, that their righteouſneſs in Juſtification doth 
not coyer fin ; for they ſay, its a finful righteouſneſs, and needs 

ardon, therefore their righteouſneſs cannot cover fin, which is 
Imful in it ſelf, and there can be no righteouſneſs but Chrift's 
that can cover fin z Mens own righteouſnefles are far from being 
ſuch- coyering, | 

3« That righteouſneſs through which God imputeth not fin to any 
chargeable therewith is a righteouſneſs of another, but this righteouſ= 
meſs without works is ſuch, Ergo» The minor is plain by the Apo- 
ftle, for what the Apoſtle rehearſeth from the Prophet, is 
David's defcription of this righteouſneſs withoust works. The 
major is clear from what went betore, no man hath righteouſneſs 
enough to cover his own fin. Neither can God not impute 
ſin where he ſces fin to be more than righteouſneſs, God muff 
impute Sin where Sin is ſeen uncovered by righteouſneſs ; there- 
fore if there be a righteouſneſs _—_ which God imputeth not 
fin, its certain its not ours, but Chritt's only. 

4+ That Righteouſneſs through which God imputeth not Sin 
3s juſtifying Righteouſneſs, and Chrifts alone, but the Apoſtle 
ſpeaks of ſuch a Righteouſneſs, Now the major is plain, that 
Chrift's Righteouſneſs is that through which God imputes not fin, 
for he ſaith, Cor. 5.9. God was in Chriſt reconciling the world unto 
bimſelf, not imputing their treſpaſſes. 

$. 4- And ſo likewiſe, Phil. 3.9. of the ſame import [| they 
have one anſwer for all] This Place ſhould have been handled 
in the former Chapter, but Mr. C1. miſſing it there, led me out. 
Here Mr. Cl. ſaith, Paul 4iſclaims only his legal righteouſneſs which 
be had before Converſion, not bis Goſpel Righteouſneſs, viz. bis Re- 
pentance, Faith, Love, Humility, &c. And its the ſame thing Mr. 
#. ſaith, Med. 31. and tells us, the Protefants are miſtaken in 
their interpretation. 1, Becauſe the rigbzeouſneſs of God is not the 
ſame with the righteouſneſs of Chriſt, as hath been obſerved. 

R. That we have diſproved, and proved it a falſe Aﬀertion, 
and proved, that the righteouſneſs of God is the righteouſneſs of 
Chriſt in all the forementioned places, and is as eaſily proved 
here, for the righteouſneſs which he oppoſeth to his own righte- 
ouſnels, indefinitely, without any exception, is Chriſts, rhar / 
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may be found in bim, in Chrift, vor baving mine own righteouſneſs, 
ew re #2 Chriſt, is anqthers, which righteouſneſs "- etaſneſt 
working is ea yu, legal, as all righteouſneſs of our own b 
which'we ſeek Juſtification is legal, it cannot in any ſence be 
called Evangelical,therefore Paul would be found in Goſpel right- 
eouſneſs, which is Chrifts only, and this is God's righteouſneſs 
which we receive by believing, «m 75 mt a | 

2.. You are to know that this righteouſneſs which Paul calls bis own, 
in this Text, is the righteouſneſs of a Few and Phariſee, not bis own 
as 4 Chriſtian, this appeareth from the Verſes before v. 4. and this 
appears further from Rom. 10. 1, 2. EE 

R. The righteouſneſs of a Few or Phariſee was a new-law righ- 
teouſneſs, for they were all Neonomian. Paul could not look 
upon himſelf as Perfe&, but as to his moral converſation, com- 
paratively blameleſs 3 he was ſincere, for he had great zeal, and 
verily thought he did God ' good Service in perſecuting the 
Church. But Mr. Z. ſhould have looked to the beginning of 
the Chapter, where he bids them beware of abſolutely prophane, 
of evil workers, that carry on miſchievous Deſigns under fair 
Shews, and laſtly, of the conciſion, Tu wgalowe, thoſe that 
were ſo fond of their new-law Notions, ſo as to caft off Chrift, 
or cut. themſelyes off from him, but we are of the true circum- 
ciſion, whereby all our fleſhly Conceits are cut off, and worſhip 
God in the Spirit, rejoicing in Chriſt Feſus, and have no confidence 
in the fleſh, a fleſhly conceit of our own righteouſneſs, in which IT 
had more ground to rejoice than any z and accordingly he tells 
how exa(tly he had conformed to Meſe's Law, and performed the 
condition of it as much as any Phariſee of them all, and had as 
much reaſon to expe Juſtification by this new imperfe@ righte- 
ouſheſs as any that now do, but Chriſt had now taught him bet- 
ter things, what then I counted gain, I now count loſs for Chriſt, 1 
find I had nothing that advantaged while I was ignorant of 
Chriſt, and therefore I find now, that not only my Phariſaical 
righteouſneſs was loſs to me, but any preſent ſelf.righteouſnels, 
even now at this time, «mz gwwevyye, 1 do now eſteem all things 
ro be damage, for the excellency of the knowledge of Chriſt Feſus my 
Lord, &c. and account them dung that I may gain Chriſt, and he tells 
us what he means by that, that / may be now found in him, what 
in reſpeCt of holinets, yea eſpecially in reſpect of righteouſnels, 
not having now my own righteouſneſs, viz. that of the works of the 
law, @& your, that Which is legal, for ſo all his righteouſneſs that 
a man ſeeks Juſtification by is <4. 0,4+, it is of a law, hut what 
iS the righteouſneſs he would be found in ? Th» Ne migtas X 255, 
that cightconinels which I have by the faith of Chrift, the righte- 
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ouſneſs which is of God,. for ſuch is that by faith, the righteouſneſs 
which God giveth, and Chrift hath, in whom it is, . and I do re- 
ceive by faithz this whole verſe treats of his Juftification and 
the righteouſneſs thereof, and the following verſes treat of the 
the SanRification he looks after in Chriſt ; and v. 9. there its 
certain that Paul oppoſeth the righteouſneſs of Chrift not 
only to the righteouſneſs of the law, but to his own righte- 
ouſneſs in the largeſt conſideration, any thing of his own now : 
What he ſaith to Rom. 10. 1. is anſwered before. The Chriſti 
ans Faith, and new Obedience, out of doubt, by God's belp, are bis 
righteouſneſs. 

Reſp. Theſe men will hold their Concluſion, let the Scripture 
fay what it will. Then the import of the Apoſtle muft be thus, 
That I may be found in Chriſt not having mine own righteouſ- 
neſs, which is of the old law, but my righteouſneſs of the New 
Law through faith, the righteouſneſs which is of God by faith. 

Paul's righteouſneſs as a Few and Phariſee was one thing, and 
Paul's Faith and Obedience, which ic bis righteouſneſs as a Chriſtian, 
% another, To which Ianſwer, 1. That Paul's righteouſneſs af- 
ter Converſion is here direaly oppoſed to the righteouſneſs of 
Chrift, for he would not be found in his own, but this righte- 
ouſneſs of Chrift, to be found in it, 7. e. by judicial Enquiry, 
his own righteouſneſs can't be holineſs, or the having it, for he 
_ not, nor would ſay, he would not be found having of holi- 
Ne Ky 

2. There can be no Goſpel-righteouſneſs of our own that 
ſtands in competition with the righteouſneſs of Chriſt for Juſti- 
fication, for then its legal and fleſhly. 

3- A man's own righteonſneſs, whether before or after pre- 
tended Converſion, is his own, of the ſame nature and kind, 
whatever he himſelf may think of it. 

4. If it was Paul's Judgment that his works was only chang'd 

from one law to another, and thought that he was now to be ju- 
ſtified by his Goſpel-Works, he was as far from the Kingdom of 
Heaven as before z for one law can no more juſtiſe a man by 
's own works than another, therefore rejects all righteouſneſs 
of a law. 
5, He is very full in expreſſing what righteouſneſs he would 
be tound in, in no righteouſneſs of his own, for all ſuch is legal, 
in the righteouſneſs of Chriſt, i» bim, this he tells us is the righ- 
teouſneſs which faith lays hold on, and this is the righteouſneſs 
of God, which God imputes to Juſtification, and the finner re- 
ceives by faith. 

6, He intends not any thing here of SanCtification in this v. 
| | but 
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but ſpeaks ſingly and by it ſelf, of it in the next; neither doth hs 
call it bis rigbteonſneſs, but in this ver. ſets afide all his works, 
tho he ſhews his value of them in their place, yet as for any place 
in Juſtification,he counted them but Droſs and Dang, He adds the 
Words of our Saviour, except your righteouſneſs exceeds rhe righte- 
ouſneſs of the Stribes and Phariſees, which is againſt him, for ns 
mans rigliteouſheſs exceeds theits, which ffand in his own for 
Juſtification before God; It muſt not be our own that. can, it 
muft be Chrifts alone, for no other exceeds theirs. = 

$. 7. Mr. C1. The next Textis, by the obedience of one ſhall 
many be made righteous. Rom. 5.19. Here Mr. Cl, and Mr. #. 
both exclude Chrift's ative obedience, as having nothing todo. 
Mr. #. faith, this is perfe& Antinomian Faith, and excludes Re-+ 
pentance quite out of this-life. T1 muſt tell him, Iam forry he 
underſtands Repentance no better 5 thoſe that he calls Aniine- 


mian knows how to reconcile Chriſts PerfeQions and their Du- 


ties together, I ſee, better than he doth, as if Chrift being a Jer 
fe& Second Adam, did exclude Grace from us, where it is of his 
fulneſs for righteouſneſs and holineſs. that we receive and exer- 
ciſe Grace, but ſo much only by the way, as a Mark upon the 
Dirt that he often throws on the Proteſtants and Reformers, ant 
upon the Lord Jeſus Chrift himſelf z I muſt confeſs, that I an- 
{wer him with more mildneſs than he deſerves. As to the exclu- 
ſion of the ative obedience of Chrift, there's no ground for it in 
the Text, but quite contrary the defign of the Apoftle in the 
24 part of the Chapter, from v. 12, is to ſhew how Sin and 
Death entered by the Firft Adam, and how Righteouſneſs and 
Life entered by the Second Adam. He accordingly compares 
them together as contraries, ſhews that the firſt was a Figure-of 
the other, in his general nature, but after ſhews notwithftand- 
ing their agreement in a general nature, how greatly they differ 
ſpecifically, fin entred into rhe World by the Firſt 44am, by im- 
putation of his Sin and by Propagation 3 ſo Righteouſneſs by Im- 
putation, and Life as the Promiſe annexed unto the Second Adam. 
The Eirſt Adam was a Type or Figure of the Second. 

1. In that the Firft was a Publick Federal and Seminal Head, 
to all his Poſterity, ſo the Second was to all. hisz and therefore 
upon the Tall of Man from the Perte&tion of the Law, the Second 
is made under the Law, and ftands in all the Perfe&ion of it, 
as a Publick Head to all his ſpiritual Seed : Now that Chriſt's 
ative obedience is not excluded in the Text, appears by the 
plain Anritheſis of the Firft Adam's diſobedience, to the Second's 
obedience ; for where diſobedience and ebedience are ſet one 
againſt another, then as the one is attual 1in, ſo the other y PO- 
tive 
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fitive obedience ; for if only paſſive obedience be here meant, then 
it ſhould be ſaid, as by one mans diſobedience many were made 
ſinners, ſa by the Sufferings or SatisfaRions of one niany were 
made righteous. . 

2, The Firſt in the Figure was a Publick Perſon, in reſpe& of 
. his aual obedience or diſobedience to the Law of God, there- 
fore the Second Adam muft be a Publick Perſon alſo in reſpe& of 
his a&ive obedience, or elſe he anſwers not to the Figure. 

3. Chrift could: not be without aQive obedience as the Head 
and Root of his Church, the Root muſt be aRually holy, or elfe 
the Branches cannot be ſo. 

4+ It was effential to his High-Priefthood to be boly, <<(raf 
E5c. as ſuch, and a High Prieft is a Publick Perſon, and ftands for 
the People, I could be very large in proving that Chrift's ative 
obedience belongs to that righteouſneſs of Chrift by which we 
are juftified y but I ſhall not have room here. Mr. C1. makes as 
if he would exclude Chrift's aQive obedience only from righte- 
ouſneſs, but it is the paſſive alſo which both he and Mr. #. ftrikes 
at, for he ſaith, As by Adam's fin all bis poſterity were brought in- 
z0 4 ſlate of ſin, ſo that by the Merits of Chriſt's ſufferings bey 
are brought into ſuch a ſtate as that they may be made righteous. 

Reſp. 7.e. They are brought into ſuch a capacity by Chriſt's 
purchaſing a new law, that they may poſſibly be righteous by 
their own righteouſneſs ; So that Adam by his fin brought his 
into a ftate of ſin, but Chriſt by his righteouſneſs doth procure a 
poſſibility. of a righteouſneſs for hiss ſo that the Second Adam 
comes ſhort of the Firſt in Conveiance, whereas the Apoftle' hath 
much more, Rom.5.17. If by one mans offence death reigned by one, 
much more the grace of God, and the pift by grace, bath abounded 
unto Many, v. 15. So if by the offence of one, death reigned by one, 
much more they which receive abundance of Grace, and of the gift of 
righteouſneſs, ſhall reign iz life by one Feſas Chriſt, 

$. 8. Mr. Cl. Chriſt is called the Surety of a better Covenant 
Heb.7.22. Whence ſome infer, that be bath paid the debt of obedi- 
ence to God forus z Interpreters generally aſſign two ways wherein 
Chriſt is a Surety, 1. By undertaking for God t0 us, or bis becoming. 
Security for God, that be ſhould make good bis Covenant 10 us on 
bis part. 2. By undertaking for us to God, that we ſhould perform 
#be Condition of the Covenant, the firſt the Polonian Merchants, 
Grotius #14 Hammond are for; the Proteſtants generally ſtick 10 
this letter, that Chriſt is our Surety, by undertaking for us to God ; 
#þas we ſhall fulfil the Condition of the Covenant by yielding that obe- 
dience that is required of us therein. 

Reſp. Mr. C1. tells of the Merchants that they the Neonomians 
do 
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do trade with, and indeed moft of their Commodities have Po- 
Jonian ftamps, not to treat ſo large as to handle all that might 
be ſaid of the Suretiſhip of Chriſt, it being the very Hinge of our 
Salvation 3 though the Neomontan, as well as the Polonian Mer- 
chants make very flight of it, and Mr. Z. in Particular, becauſe 
he faith, its but once uſed in the New Teftament. I fay it is 
therefore a Pearl of great Price, for I could Inftance in ſeveral 
& mat At39ue &, which the Spirit of God hath uſed in the Old 
and New; which do expreſs ſingular Truths and Myfteries not 
common, I ſhall only Note ſame things generally that are Truths 
I will ftand by, as 1. That Chrift is not a Metaphorical Surety, 
but the moſt proper Surety that ever was, and the Exemplar of 
all Sureties.. 2. That the Word +4 4@, ſignifies a Surety for 
Debt. 3. That is a Surety of the better Coyenant, #. c. of the 
Covenant of Grace, not that he was a Surety of the Performance 
of that Covenant, but that he is the Surety. in that Covenanc, 
that is bound to pay the Debt that we owe to the Juftice of God 
in the Covenant of Works which we have broken $ and he is not 
ſuch a Surety, as to be bound to the Juſtice of God, that we 
ſhould pay the Debt [_ the Lord have Mercy on Neonomians ] but 
he hath undertaken to pay the whole Debt for us; every Far- 
thing, if he had been ſuch a- Surety as Mr. C7. ſpeaks ofz we 
were in a miſerable Condition. I know the Neonomians do moſt- 
ly incline to be with theic Poloniay Merchants, in Mr. C1. firſt 
Point mentioned, as to God's Suretiſhip to us, but. ir's no great 
Matter where they be, the ſecond Particular being worſe than the 
former; for Chriſt to be engaged to God, that we ſhall pay the 
Debt that we owe to the Law of God by Adams fall and our Sing 
Z. e. that we ſhall ſatisfie Gods Juſtice for the wrong done, and 
that we ſhall perform perfe&t Obedience to the Law z thus much 
Man muſt pay,tho a poor inſolvent wretched Creature,and Chrift 
hath engaged to ſee it done, bat not to pay any thing of che 
Debt himſelf: And indeed I can prove this to be the true Account 
of their Dottrine; for they ſay, Chriſt hath procured and meri- 
ted of God a new Law,whereby the old Law 1z relaxed or repeal- 
ed ( not paid or ſatisfied ) a new one is ſet up, the Condition 
whereof we performing we ſhall be juſtified, but procured not, 
nor merited the Condition to he performed by us. Now I would 
fain know, whether Chriſt was a Surety for that which he never 
Purchaſed, is Chriſt a Surety, that we ſhall perform the Condj- 
tion of the Covenant, and never merited Faith and Obedience, 
What a kind of Surety will they have Chriſt, to engage for our 
Performance, and not take care that we ſhould have the cum 
quo? But Mr, Cl. ſcems not to be quite ſatisfied with this {e- 
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cond Way. He adds a Third to' mend the Matter a little, at 
teaft to put a ploſs upon it, viz. 3. To diſcharge that Debr of Sufe 
fering, which we did owe the Law for the Trenſpreſſmg of it. 
Reſp. Ay Sir, now you ſay ſomething, you bringa Surety with 
Mony in his Hands, we uſe indeed to ſay, that a Man ſhould 
never be bound for another, urileſs he reſolve to pay the Debt ; 
Chrift knew well enough how Poor we ſhould be, when he un- 


dertook this Suretiſhip ; Well, let us ſee whether Chriſt clears * 


the ſcore for us, or whether he doth leave a conſiderable part of 
the Debt for us to pay our ſelves: It may be, that which the 
Law is primarily and moftly toncern'd at; and that for a wile 
Neonomian End, viz. That if he ſhould pay all, the Sinner would 

rove an Idle Antinomian, and Shabby-fellow, having nothing to 
do himſelf, and nothing to pay ; therefore Chrift indeed paies 
ſome of the Debt, but laies up the Sinner iti a Work-houſe to pay 
the reſt at his Fingers ends; For ſaith Mr. Cl, Now take it in 
which of theſe Three Ways you will, yet there's nothiig of his paying 
the Debt of Aﬀtve Obedience, 


A very ſad Story indeed, a great noiſe of a Sutety, that ' 


eſp. 

.. pay the whole Debt of the poor Man in Priſon, and 
when the Matter is ftritly enquired itito, he hath only prevait- 
ed that he ſhonld not be whipt ſo often in Bridewe}, though a- 
greed that he ſhould have the Laſh too pretty ſeverely ſometimes; 
but as for the greateſt Part of the Debt he rtiuft Work it out, 
at leaft ſo far as a new Law of his which he hath procured and 
made doth require. Well, when all comes to all, here's nothing 
done to free the Sinner, but he muſt pay all the good Money by 
the Sweat of his Brows, for Attive Obedience to the Law is in- 
deed that which the Law ſets a High value upon, being the 
firſt and main Thing that it deſigns and aims at z and it doth ex- 
pe not only to be ſatisfied for Diſobedience but muſt be obeyed, 
yea and it muft be paied by perfe& Obedience too not by imper- 
tet: Now ſaith our Neonomian, Chrift was no Surety to pay any 
of our Debt ot Attive Obedience z how then, hath he made no 
Proviſion in this Caſe? Yes truly, he hath done ſomething that 
may help a little, He hath taken down the old ftrit Law that 
kept the Sinner at continual hard-work, and brought in anew ea- 
fie remedying Law,then he makes choice of his own Work,and bit- 
fineſs and his own Time, and work at teiſure, only muft have the 
Laſh now and then, and beſure that he Work when he is going 
to Die, and the Condition fhall be performed and the Debt pai, 
Now I only briefly argue, if Chriſt was a Surety, it was to pa! 

all our Debt in Active and Paffive Obedience or none ; for Chri 


paid not by halves, though the Paſhve Obedience is hardeſt, = 
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the aQive is hardeft to do,. the damned can ſuffer, and ſhall, but 
can pay nothing of the debt by ative obedience to the preceptive 
part of the Law. Well, Chriſt was a Surety to pay all our Debt, 
by aQive and paſſive ob=dience, for elſe his righteouſneſs would 
be imperfe&, the law left unſatisfied, and we moſt certain to per- 


- iſh that could never pay, there is no obedience of the Saints that 


ſatisfies the Law, Chrift performed that as-a Publick. Perſon in 
their Stead, as well as he bore the paſhve too, whence the pay« 
ment of the Debt was full and compleat z but the Neonomians 
will bave this part of ative obedience left for us to pay, and our 
ative obedience ſhall be imputed to us for righteouſneſs, though 
Chriſt's ſhall not : So to gather up theſe mens Suretiſhip of 
Chrift it is thus, Chriſt in his tranſaQion with the Father agrees 
with him, 1. That he would pay one half of the Debt, and we 
ſhould pay the other and the beſt half too. 2. That ſeeing there- 
fore if we ſhould grow inſolvent as not to be able to make the 
payment of our part in currant Money according to the firſt 
Law, that he would purchaſe a new law, and not ſatisfie the old, 
but repeal it, and the new law ſhould make all our Braſs Money 
currant, and that God ſhuuld take that Money for our part, and 
for his accepting it he becomes Surety for God ro us, and thus 
they come to agree with the Poloyzan Merchants. 

F. 9. The Word uſed Heb. 7. 22 is Zyſu& it lgnifieth, 
pres ſTwfationibus obnoxius, one made liable to make ſatisfation 
for another, and therefore ſpsnſor & fide-juſjor z Pres we are told 
was an ancient Title of a Surety being one that anſwer'd the 
cauſe of the Commonwealth, ta which he was bound, for any it 
had a complaint againſt, therefore he was asked by the Magiſtrate 
when he appeard, num pres fit, he anſwered Pres ſum, which im- 


- ported two things, 1. That he appeared pres ſum quia pre ſum, 


i,E. Coram, I appear before you» 2+ That he appeared not for 
himſelf, but for another, in his place or room, as a publick Per- 
ſon, and Repreſentative of the perſon or perſons for whom he 
appear'd z what he.did he did in the perſon of him that was repre- 
ſented by him, and ſo owns himſelf either fide-juſſor on his be- 
half, or {pozfor, for that the perſon charged ſhould give ſatisfa- 
tion, or he himſelf would doit z but when the perſon repre- 
jented is apparently inſolvent, and never likely to be otherwiſe 
the Sponfor's obligation is not upon conditional terms, if the Prin» 
cipal du not, but he becomes bound abſolutely to pay the whole 
Debt z Chrift was thus an abſolute Surety for Man inſolvent to 
God in his Law and Juftice, to pay the whote Debt due from 
Man to God; For it was clear to both the Father and the Son, 


that upen the foreſeen Fall Man would be an abſolute Bankrupt, 
- FH ; and 
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atid' never able to pay a' Farthing of the Debt ; hence faith Dr. 
Gouge, Chriſt was a Surety to God for Man, of whom the Law re 
rrtred two things, 1, Perfett ovedience to the Laws Precepts. 2. Full 
Fanfetion for fin, both theſe Chriſt performed, Rom.5.19, 2 Cor. 
e. 21, Gal. 3. 13. according to whoſe judgment we hold the 
Dodrine of the Suretiſhip of Chriſt, Then from what hath been 
faid, we may conichude, That the Suretiſhip of Chrift doth emi- 
riently belong to his Mediatorial Office, whereby he hath abſo- 
latety engaged himſelf in the Covenant of Grace, to ſtand and ap- 
pear for, to anſwer for us, and ſatisfie all the Demands of Juſtice 
in the Law, according to the full, true and perfe& tenor of it, on 
the behalf of all the Ele&, and hath anſwered, ſatisfied, and doth 
appear for them accordingly. TI ſhall ſpeak to this Deſcription 
particularly, in Brief, 1. This Suretiſhip eminently belongs to 
his Mediators Office, becauſe hereby he Mediates to make up the 
Difference between God and Man; and was called to it by his 
Father. 2. Becaule it belongs to his Prieftly Office, as the Text 
fhews, in ſo much that his Father conftituted him Surety,- by 
that Oath whereby he made him Prieft after the Order of MeI- 
chizedeck, ver. 20, 21. And by ſo much, he was a better Surety 
and Prieft than any of Old, in that God never ſware that any 
of them ſhould be Prieſts for ever after the Order of Metchize- 
deck. 3: It eſſentially belongs to his Mediators Office in waking 
Reconciliation, as might be amply ſhewn, if theſe and other Pla- 
ces be conſidered, Heb. 2. 17, Eph. 2. 17. Col, i. 20, 21. Roms 5. 
fo. 2 Cor. 5$.18.. 2. In that he is a Surety of the better Teſta- 
nient, becauſe its that better Teftament that his Mediators Of- 
fice, more eminently and fully, according to the Tenor of the 
Covenant of Grace ſhines forth in, called the New Teftament, 
| Heb: 9. 15, The fuller and clearer, and moſt laſting Revelation 
of Chriſt, where he is ſet as:the only High-prieſt over the Houſe 
of God, and the Surety thereof, here in better Teſtament or 
New Teſtament, is an expreſs Oppoſition to the Old Teftament 
Diſpenſatioh, which was the Exhibition of the Covenant of Grace 
more legally and vaild, and under temporal Promiſes; and there- 
fore the Apoſtle calls faulty, compare Zeb. 8. with 2 Cor. 3. 
wherefore Chrift is called the High-prieft and Surety of this bet- 
fer Teſtament, the Covenant being therein more perſpicuous 
and manifeftz wherein Chrift hath his Conftitution and Efta- 
bliſbment as Surety to his Church. 3. He hath become Surety 
by Coyenarit engagement unto God, if thou ſhalt make thy Soul 
an Offering for'Sin, &r. Lord T come to do thy Will, &#. all this 
is by way of Covenant-Agreement, freely engaging on both tides ; 
therefore he is Surety by this Covenant, and not for himſelf; 
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but for Sinners, Debtors to Gods Law, therefore a Publick Per- 
ſon. 4. He is to ſtand for others to repreſent them before God, 
for what Promiſes are made to him is to them in him; and its 
Z, e. what he doth is for them, what he engageth to pay is in 
their Perſons and Room. 5. He promilſeth abſolutely to pay their 
Debts, and all the Debts and Demands of that Law both as to 
Aﬀive Obedience and Pafhve, both as to Obedience and Suffer- 
ing, the Debt of Obedience to the Preceptive Part of the Law, 
and the Debt of Puniſhment as to the vindigive Part of the Law, 
and in order thereto. to write himſ@f Debtor, to bear their Sins, 
and to be made Sin by Imputatioen, and this he doth not conditi- 
onally, if they don't Pay, but abſolutely knowing they could ne- 
ver Pay, nor upon Terms of their performing the Condition ” 
of a New Law; but by abſolute Obligation to perform the Con- 
ditions of this Law which they had offended and broke, and by 
bearing this Sin and Curſe of this Law, and reconciling them to 
God in reſpett of this Law, and that not by giving an equivalent 
but by paying the ſame, according to the true intent and mean- 
ing of the Tenor of the Law. 6. This Engagement he perform- 
ed as to ns in Time, but to God that dwells in Eternity, there's 
no Time, nor Succeſhon 3 Chrift was ſet up from Eternity, Prov. 
8. as Surety, a Thouſand Years are to God but as one Day, and 
much lefs, therefore Chrifts Execution of hisSuretiſhip on Earth 
in the Days of his Fleſh was Eternally before the Lord ; hence 
he is ſaid to be flain from the Foundation of the World ; hence 
the faithful before his coming had a full -ze:5, or Remiſhon of 
Sin through this Covenant Relation of Chriſt, there was not a 
72; or paſſing them by for Remiffion, till Chriſt was attual- 
ly Slain, but they had the Vertue of his Death as fully as we, 
Heb. 4.15. 7. He continues our Surety that hath paid, ſtand- 
ing and pleading his full Satisfa&tion for us, therefore is our 
Surety now ſince Payment, carrying his own Blood into the Holi- 
eſt of all, and there making Intercſhon for us, 
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CHAP. XV. 


More Places of Scripture Uindicated from 
| Falſe Gloſſcs. 


- Section 1. Of Daniel 9. 24. F. 2. Of Ephel. 1. 4. 
S. 3. 2 Cor. 5. 19. examined. YV. 4. Of Gal. 5. 
7, 8. Y. 5. The Sence of the Apoſtle James. 
8. 6. Mr. H. and Mr. Cl. Anſwered. 


Seftion 1. R. Hum, interprets Daniel 9. 24. thus, He ſhall 
make reconciliation for iniquity, and ſo ſhall bring | 


in an everlaſting righteouſneſs, i. e, be ſhould by bis death procure a 
Covenant or Law of Grace z by our performance whereof ( without 
the law) we are righteous and muſt be ſaved. *Tis that us our righ- 
reouſneſs, if Chriſt bad not procured for us this New Law we could 
20t be ſaved. 
Reſp. Let us ſee how Mr. Z's, Gloſs will hold with the Text, 
for I am ſure it holds not with the Analogy of Faith, Seventy weeks 
ſhall be diſtributed | {MM in which word lies the Key of the Pro- 
Pheſie, not to our purpoſe now to ſpeak to?] upon thy People |[_ i.e. 
the Church of the Fews here] and upon the City of thy Holineſs 
[ or Holy City? to finiſh tranſgreſſion, to make an end of ſin [ theſe 
Events ſeem in our Engliſh to be the ſame, but they are not in 
the Original, the firſt is moſt agreeable to the Margent] N75Þ7 
to reſirain tranſgreſſion, i. e. by the Reformation of Ezra and Ne- 
hemiah, in the compaſs of theſe 72 Weeks, but to make an end 
TAIT make an end of {ins or fin-offerings, by the offering up 
of Chriſt within the 72 Weeks] and to make expiation for ſin (true, 
not typical, and perfe& Expiation by the Expiation made 
by the Biood of Chriſt] and 1 bring everlaſiing righteouſueſs 
(v7 Ry W327) to bring in eternal righteouſneſs, or the 
r.ghteouſneſs of ages LxXx 43496» Nraoguriy aiwviey ; We ſhall 
£0 no further in the Prophecy, This Prophecy is generally own» 
ed to belong to the firſt coming of Chriſt, and in this Verſe the 
time is ſet in a myfterious mIgner to the coming of Chriſt, 
his offering up and ereting the@Fpel Church, the Angels the 
Events that ſhould fall out in this compaſs of time, eſpecially to- 
ward the la ce of Chrift, wherein he _ 
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make an end of fin es aSe]noy dwarrrs the aboliſhing Sin by the 
fcrifice of himſelf, Heb. 9.26. wherein he alſo finiſhed all fin- 


7 offerings. 2. He ſhould put it away by making atonement and 


Expiation, Lxx. %, & mAenldl Tg admas t, Th eEAdInI ar &d)- 
iz, to blot out, and attone for tranſgreſhon. 92 in pib, ſigni- 
fieth to make Expiation and Atonement by Sacrifice, even to the 
blotting them out, and full ſatisfation to Divine Juſtice, for 


' then fin is expiated when the Debt-Book is cancell'd 3 thus the 


bloud of the Sacrifice was ſprinkled on the Book of the Law, 
and on all the People, ſo that there is plenary ſatisfaQtion in the 


' bloud of Chrift, and thereby a righteouſneſs everlaſting brought 
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in, 7, e. preached, called ivzyy@a:y atwyioy, Rev. 1%. 6. 
2. Thereby revealed and made manifeſt, freed from the Vails 
and Shadows of the Old Teſtament, for tho it was given us in 
Chrift before the World began, and lay obſcured long under the 
Old Teftament Types, yet now was made manifeſt by the ap» 
pearing of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, who hath aboliſhed Death 


| Crloeynmy]&;, nulling or abandoning death] and brought lite 


and immortality to light through the Goſpel, the Apoſile ſeem- 
ing plainly to allude to theſe expreſſions of Daniel, the bringirg 
in of righteouſneſs, is plainly no more thin the bringing the ſa- 
crifice and ſatisfaction of Chriſt for everlaſting righteouſneſs, 
oppoled to the righteouſneſs of the legal Sacrifices, which was but 
remporary, offered every year, but this Expiation of Chrift was 
one offering. and the righteouſneſs of Ages; or if it carry any 
thing diftintt from preceding Events, that it be not to be under- 
ſtood of the paſſive obedience of Chrift, the Spirit of God exprel- 
teth to all the fulneſs thereof; he adds this to ſignific the ative 
obedience of Chrift, which is alſo everlaſting, and to be under- 
ee” ay as a complement of that perte& righteouſneſs of 
Chrift. 

In Anſwer to Mr, Z. T1 ſay, 1. Chrift himſelf is the everlaſt- 
ing righteouſneſs, its not procured, but its that which procures. 
2, The Righteouſneſs of Chriſt is here propheſied of, not the 
righteouſneſs of our ſelves. 3. Its the Righteouſneſs that expi- 
ates the old tranſgreſhons, and therefore here is nothing of a 
New-Law ſpoken-of. 4. Juſtifying righteouſneſs is ſuch as ſa- 
tisfies the Law broken, and therefore there muſt be at leaſt Ex- 
piation init, 5. Its very abſurd, and contradictio in adjeto, to 
ralk of a Law of Grace, if thereby be meant a law for Juſtifica- 
tion 3 and again abſurder, to talk of performing the condition of 
a law without law. 6, How is new-law-righteouſneſs, for its 
but imperte( obedience, and therefore will be quite wipt away 
at death z for when things that are perfe are come, thoſe that 
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are imperfe& are done away z you will ſay, it maylaft in a per- 
fe righteouſneb, than the New Law will turn into the old ; for 
they make imperfeRtion to bea proper adjunt of the works of the 
New-Law, and appropriate to it to diſtinguiſh it from the old 
law. So that here they are juſtified by the New Law, and in 
Heaven by the Old Law: What a ftir do theſe men make with 
the Law ? and how do they ſhift and ſhirk from one law to, ano- 
ther, ſwerving from Faith and Truth, to laws ſingly, making 
themſelves great teachers of the laws, but underftanding neither 
what they ſay, nor whereof they affirm, I would fain know whe- 
ther Daniel was juſtified by his own New Law righteouſneſs? | 
it ſeems he did not underftand that that kind of Juſtification was. | 
then a-foot, and its a Wonder the Angel Gabriel conld come to | 
tell him, that in a few years hence the Meſhas ſhould come and 
bring in old ſelf-righteonſneſs again for Juſtification, which is ſo 
choice and precious a Commodity, that it ſhall coſt him his blood 
to purchaſe, Would not Danzel be amazed at it, that a man fo 
beloved as he was, was ignorant of it, but that very day, as v.16. 
According to thy righteouſneſs, I beſeech thee, let thy anger and thy fury 
be turned away z a Neonomian will. Gloſs thus, z. e, according to 
our righteouſneſs of the New Law, v. 18. Ie do not preſent our 
ſupplications to-thee for our righteouſneſs i. e. ſay the Neonomans, 
the righreouſneſs of the Old Law, not of the New] but for thy 

reat mercy, that, ſay they, is the Law of Grace, ſo they will have 
their Belly-full of law ſhortly. 

8. 2. Mr. Z. givesa wild Gloſs upon Eph. 1. 4. According as 
be bath choſen us in Chriſt. before the Foundation of the World; he 
ſaith, the Eledion of Grace is the Eletign of Grace, and Gods choo- 
fing us, is the taking the Way and Method of Grace, and not of Works, 
4 choice way of ſaving, 

Reſp. Ay indeed its a choice way to ſave by Grace, and not by 
Works, but to ſave by Grace and yet by Works is a Contraditti- 
on in Paul's Logick. Eletion is in Chriſt, how according to 
common Notion of Eletiqn is over hard to. conceive, but take it in this | 
Notion, and here is even Day-light, if you take it for the Law of | 
Grace, the Law is the Will of the Law-giver, and that's all one with 
the Goſpel, there's no difficulty in it. | 

Reſp. This Man is {o fond of his New Law, that ask him of 
what Place of Scripture you will, what it means, and he will tel] 
you its the New Law, what is Election? The New Law, what is 
Redemption ? Purchaſe of the New Law ? How are you juſtified 
by the Righteouſneſs of the New Law.z how ſhall you be judged 
by the New Law ? what's the Goſpel? the New Law z may not 
theſe Men be fitly call'd Neonomjan, that thus New Law it, we 
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hard to conceive how EleRion is in Chriſt, why ? Becauſe he can* 
not conceive Chrift to be a common Perſon or Head of the Ele&» 
and that Chrift as ſuch was choſen, and the whole Body in him 3 
bat tel] him, that we are choſen in the New Law, and the Ditf- 
culty is removed and you ſee what he makes of the Goſpel, it is 
the Law-giver, IT think its Time to give over talking with Men 
whoſe Wits go a Wool-gathering, once more though 

F$. 3. 2 Cor.5. 19. God was in Chrift reconciling the World t0 
himſelf, not imputing their Treſpaſſes, and hath committed 40 us the - 
Word of Reconcilia:ion; the Word is, the Goſpel declaring #0 +be 
World this purchaſed Pardon, the Pardon is General, a (tauding Par- 
don, an Att of Grace; yet if any will bave Benefit by it, he muſt look 
into the At, and ſee how he is to be qualified. 

Reſp. The Goſpel, he ſaith, is the Declaration of the New Law, 
the making of which was an At of general Pardon, for all the 
World; and for this Pardon Chrift atoned, none could obtain 
this but Chriſt; and here all the Rogues and Whores in the 
World continuing ſo, are pardoned at once z now the filly Azti- 
2omian talks only of the Pardon of Believers before Faith. now a 
Neonomian doth Antinomize to Purpoſe. and Mr. #. is willing 
Chrift ſhall have the Honour of ſaving Peter, ſo far as he ſaved 
Fudas, and ſo far it's from the Love of the Father in ſending his 
Son to ſulfil the Law, how ? By no Obedience to it, or Satisfa&i- 
on for wrong done to him in it, and in this Sence he will allow 
Grace is without Conditions z. e. as much as Creation is Grace. 
and God's giving a Lay at firft; it's true, "whatever Att Gud 
puts ferth at firft to a Created Being, in a way of Nature, or ]u- 
riſdiftion, or Mercy z it may be faid to proceed from his Soye- 
reignty, but it cannot ſhine forth in a way of Grace, unleſs it he 
the beftowing ſome good Thing in a way. of Speciality, Peculia- 
rity, and in Diftin&ion from others; not to. do ſomething in ge- 
neral, for all the World in common, this is not that which will 
bear the Name of Grace likewiſe, confideriog that what he calls 
a Law of Grace is but an Exhibition of a Law uf Works; for it-i5 
but, do believe; God had made the firft Law as much ;a Law of 
Grace, as this, had the World been as full of People as fince, ag 
more, for it had been ealfier to perfect Man to pertorm than-yoey, 
an un-performable condition is to lapſed man. Thijs .,is:; Grage 
without conditions (he faith) even as much as the. firſt Coyenant ; 
for God made that Covenant without Man's cauting 3t, the-Cgit- 
dition was Jege conftiturd, in the law <natted, the .previous 
cauſes of a law, whether it proceed from the meer pleature of q3e 
Legiſlator, or obtained (from him by Petition or Purchace,!,Are 
not confidered in the law by the Subjett, its the tenour- of it Rar 
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he looks at, and is concerned in it, therefore the making a law, 
the proper nature whereof is to be conditional, and promulgat- 
ting of it to all the world, is no Pardon therefore he ſoon trips 
up the heels of his General Pardon, in ſaying, If any .come to look 
for benefit by this Pardon, AT of Grace, Law, Covenant, leſtament, 
(any thing, a declaratiou of the will of God, as he ſaith, which being 
a law is not therefore Grace) he muſt read zz, and ſee the conditions or 
terms that God requires. And are not thele conditions required 
of all the World ? are they therefore pardoned becauſe they are 
required of them ? 7zts required of every man (he ſaith) to believe, 
repent, walk fincerely in order to the benefit, if theſe be the conditi- 
ons of the Covenant, then not free, becauſe working conditions 
are required of all the World, which by the World are unperform- 
able. The main of the Text he cannot ſee, he is fo dazled with 
his New Law, v. 18. AN things are of God | even the reconcilia- 
tion of the World, as well as its new Creation, and therefore the 
righteouſneſs by which reconciliation is made, is of God, and there- 
fore ſaith] reconciling us [ by Expiation and Satisfa&tion, for ſo the 
word m7 xgJamatZay!'&, iignifying reconciling by an Expiarory 
- Sacrifice] to himſelf [the enmity was between the Sinner and 
God, and God in this Grace is the firft mover of Reconciliation ] 
by or in Feſus Criſt [in whom the righteouſneſs of SatisfaQion is] 
giving t0 us the word of reconciliation | i.e. the Goſpel in which this 
reconciliation is preached, whereby the Sinner ſeeing the pre- 
venting love of God in the myſtery of Reconciliation, by the Im- 
petration of Chrift, he may have the application of this Grace al- 
ſo by Faith, for this is the great dotrin that reconciles the heart 
and brings him to believe. This he repeats v. g. ſhewing only 
exegetically, that we who are to be ſaved are the world in the 
ſenſe of the Scripture in this truth, by an uſual ſynecdoche of the 
choice part being put for the whole, and the whole for the better 
part not imputing their Treſpaſſes] ſhew which is the great thing 
done in reconciliation of a Sinner to God, its non-Imputation of 
fin, which contains Imputation of righteouſneſs, for wherever ſin 
is not Imputed to condemnation, righteouſneſs is Imputed to Ju- 
ſtification ſo here its manifeſt that its not our own righteouſneſs 
that is Imputed to Juftification, but his only by which reconcilia- 
tion is made, and fin not imputed, whence it follows allo that 
our ſins were Imputed to Chriſt, or elſe there could not be the 
non-Imputation of them unto us. 

-S. 4. Mr.C!. makes a long Diſcourſe to acquaint us, that 
Paul and Fames do both mean Juſtification by Faith to be Juftifi- 
cation by Works; that Paul in denial. of Juſtification by works 
only, means works of the law z then, 1 ſay, he excludes all __ 
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for all works performed for Juſtification are works of the law, 
and to ſay that ſuch are Goſpel-works, is to ſay, the Sea. burns. 
And that Fames ſpeaks of Abraham's Juſtification before God by 
Faith in conjun&ion with Works 3 That Paul makes a perfett ex- 
clufion of all works of any law from Juftification, # e. works of 
our own performance. hath been ſufficiently made to appear z 
what he alledgeth for Paul's meaning, p. 72. may be a little ſpo- 
ken to, and undertakes to tell us, from Gal. 5. 5,6. compared 
with chap. 6. 15. that Paul intends works as well as faith when be 
rejets works from Fuſtification : T muſt fay as I have ſaid, If Paul 
was of their mind, it is ſtrange that in Two Epittles he had not 
acquainted us what he meant, when he ſhall only intend Fewiſh 
Services which the Gentiles are not concerned in, and perfe& 
works of the Moral Law, which none ever performed, ſince the 
Fall, but Chriſt alone, that he ſhould mean Goſpel-works, and 
not tell us, what were the Goſpel-works which he meant, when. 
Goſpel-works whereby any man ſeeks Juſtification, are law-works, 
and therefore contraditio in adjefto, The Apoſtle to the Galati- 
4ar.s, v. 4. makes a ſolemn Proteſtation, that whoever # || 7, ec 
profeſſeth to be} juſtified by law | by his own works of a law] 
hath abdicated Corift, and fallen from Grace, where there cannoc 
be a law of Grace for to afſert a law in our Juſtification by our 
performance of the works of it, is to fall from Grace z now it is 
ſtrange that he did not ſpecifie the Law and Works that he in- 
tended we are juſtified by. Mr. C1. faith he did, in his ſpecify- 
ing Love and the New Creature. Verſe 6. in Chriſt Feſus neither 
circumciſion availeth any thing, nor uncircumciſion, but faith that works 
eth by love ; the Apoſtic had ſaid before, as for us our expeCati- 


- on of righteouſneſs is only by faith, for its nothing tat availeth 


at all in Chriſt but a true faith, an4 that is trus which worketh 
by love, Which bringeth forth goodfruits,and one of the more emi- 
nent is inſtanced in, which is loves gow he doth here ſet by all 
the other. Graces and Duties, i commit of faith, becauſe it 
hath a” peculiar nature of receiving a juſtifying righteouſneſs 
from without, and in denyjng and rejeing it ſelf, or any doing 
by us for that end; hence he faith, its not any works of the cir- 
cumcifion, that is of thoſe that profeſs Juſtification by Works in 
the Fewiſh Religion, nor of the works of the uncircumcition, 2.e. 
works of the Chriftian Religion, that ſignifies any thing, but true 
Faith onlyz this is the plain meaning of the Apoſtte, As for 
Chap. 6. 15. it ſignifies nothing as to our adverſaries. v. 14. He 
ſhewed how his glorying was always in the Croſs of Chriſt, both 
unto Juſtification and SanRification z for to be in Chrift, implies 
botl}, and he-defires and looks for no other ground of rejoicing 
| than 
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than the Croſs of Chrift ; neither is there any other ground ta 
any one, Few or Gentle; there is nothing in either that is to be 
valued but the zew Creature, which is the life of Juſtification 
and SanRification, both which is by being in Chrift Jeſus, he be- 
ing to every Believer whatever he is for Righteouſneſs and Life 
ſo that here is nothing to exalt the new creature to righteouſneſs 
for Juftification, but to exalt Chrift Jeſus to be all and in all to 
the new creature for righteouſneſs in Juſtification ; and as the 
Head and Root of Holinels in San&ification. 

S&: 5- And now it will appear what the ſence of Fames is, 
The main Scope of the Apoftle in chap. 2. is, to exhort to the 
impartial exerciſz of Charity to the Saints, and after many Ar- 
guments, v. 14. he tells us, not to exerciſe Love and Charity is 
a ſign of a falſe Faith, - ſuch as will not ſave us, as plainly appears 
by, v. 15+ 16, 17. Even as the Apoſtle Paul ſaith, true faith ts 
that which worketh by love fo he ſaith, that which doth not work 
by love in the exerciſe of true and faithful charity # dead faith, 
being alone, 1. e. having no truits but an outward Name and Pro- 
feſhon only 3 and further, v. 18. How, ſaith he, wilt thou demons» 
ftrate to another perſon that thou haſt faith, thou ſaiſt to another, I 
have faith, but faith that other, demonſirate it ts me by thy works, 
tbat it may appear to me by thy works, 1 will ſhew thee my works, 
whereby thou ſbalt conclude I have faith, and juſtifie me and my pro- 
feſſion before all men that have a queſtion or doubt thereof : Thou 
believeft it may be, by an hiftorical er dogmatical faith, as to 
fome things, ſo do the Devils: But ( v. 20, ) wilt thou know, 0 
wain man, that faith without works is dead, 4. e. wilt thou have des 
monftration of it, how dead ? It is not juſtifying faith, and there- 
fore not ſaving, for all true, ſaving faith is juftified againſt all 
objeftions men can make againſt it. 1. He inftances in Abra- 
ham, the obedience of Abraham to God was a ground of mens ju- 
frification of Abraham as a true Believer, provided his ation was, 
good obedience which ſeemed ſo unnatural, wherefore God him- 
ſelf witnefſeth to his obedience, as good, and an eminent effett of 
true Faith, therefore he was juſtified by works, not as to his ftate 
before God, for he was in a juſtified ſtate before, but firſt, pro- 
vided his obedience were good, all men muſt juſtifie Abraham to 
be an eminent Believer. Again, God bore witneſs to Abraham's 
obedience as good, therefore Abrabam was juſtified to be a true 
Believer from his works. So that Abraham was juſtified as to his 
faith, as true, £00d and eminent, by his, or from his obedience's 
therefore the Apoſtle faith, thou ſeeft how his faith co-works 
with his works, 4. e, he did theſe attions in faith, and faith car- 
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rying him on to fuch works, his faith was perfected thereby, z. c, 
as a Tree that hath its fruits growing upon it, all true faith thriv» 
ing and flouriſhing in that manner. He inſiſts upon Abraham's 
again, and tells us, That the Scripture was fulfilled, [or is prqe 
ved to be true] in two great things, 1. That it faith, he was 
juſtified by faith, i.e. be believed God, and it mas counted to him 
for righteouſneſs 3 what was imputed, his faith ? No, it was the 
blefing in the Promiſe, the Lord Jeſus Chrift and his righteouf- 
neſs, that he believed. 2. The Scripture faith, hi fairh worked by 
love, therefore it was not a dead faiths he was called the friend 
of God, he was from the greatneſs of love he had to God, ready 
to yield any obedience to God, thence the Apoſtle denies nor, 
that he was juſtified by faith only, as to his Perſon, but that 
God declared and witneſſed alſo to his obedience, as approved 
of by him, which in the ſence the Apoſtle is ſpeaking of, was 
a Juſtification as to his Faith, and the goodneſs of it -in his pars 
ticular atts of obedience, v. 24. you ſee therefore that a man is 
juſtified by works, [ a man may have an approbation of his works, 
and a commendation from God for them ] and not of bis faith ous 
ly {God may commend and approve of a mans works as well as 
his faith, for indeed it is a Juftification by way of commendation 
and approbation of a mans faith and works which the Apoſtle 
Fames here ſpeaks of, ] Likewiſe v. 25. Rabab the harlot was ſbe 
20t juſtified by works | 7. e. did ſhe not approve her ſelf to he a true - 
Believer ?] when ſbe received the meſſengers, and had ſent them ous 
another way. The World would be apt to condemn this action of 
Kabab, as treachery to her Native Country, and therefore God 
juſtifies her in this particular ation, that it was good, being 
done in faith, God witnefleth to it in his Word, and juſtifies her 
as a Believer, 72 foro mundt, by this eminent a@ of her, v. 26. 
whence having given tneſe inſtances, he concludes, 4s 4 body with- 
our a ſpirit is dead, {0 s faith without works dead ; and that was the 
thing which he undertook to prove, that faith, z. e. ſuppoſed or 
profeſſed, is dead, if it be fruitleſs3 hence, he ſaith, Believers have 
been juftified to be ſo by God,in giving Teftimony to their works, 
as true fruits of ſaving faith. Wherefore we may conclude, that 
; Fames and Paul are agreed in all. 1. That Fames ſpeaks of faith 
in general, a Profeiion of Chriftian Faith, and that ſuch Pro- 
teſhon is empty and profitable to our ſelves and others, as alſo 
gead in itſelf, if it 1s not juſtified by good worksz ſo the Apoſtle 
Paul often ſpezks ot ſaving faith, and our Saviour Chriſt, that 
we can have no better Argument of each others truth of faith 
than the fruit growing upon the tree, this is without queſtion to 
V. 19, 2, He proves it jn that they were true Believers, had 
| a double 
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a double Juſtification. 1: By Faith only, and here he concurs 
with Paul concerning his Juſtification before God, v. 23. and yet 
he had ſuch a faith as wrought by love, for the Scripture calls 
him the frierd of God. 2. That there is a Juftification of a Per- 
ſon as to a particular at&t, as well as his Perſon and State, and 
therefore the inftance of Abraham's offering his Son, and RKahab 
is brought in, and this is that Juftification which the Apoſtle 
Paul ſpeaks not ſo much of, but the Spirit of God doth in ſeveral 
caſes, as Abel and Exoch, God teſtifying ſome way to their Ser- 
vices in foro mundi, and ſo- Fob, whom God juſtified againft the 
unjuft charges of his Friendsz ſo Phineas his zeal for the glory 
of God in the matter of Cosb?, that ſeemed a raſh and mutinous 
Piece of Uſurpation, God juſtified him in it, declared his high 
approbation thereof, Hence Fames ſpeaks of faith that accom- 
panies ſalvation, at large, and condemns that as falſe . and hypo- 
critical, that is not fruitful. 2. He ſpeaks of Juttification at large, 
which is by faith in foro divino, before God, and in foro humano, 
before Men ;z by works and fruits of faith, that 2 foro divino, is 
by faith only without works. 1. In that he ſaith, no works of 
ours can anſwer God's law, v. 10. He that keeps, or pretends to 
keep, the whole law, and offends in one point, # guilty of all z whence 
ariſeth this unanſwerable Argument, They that cannot keep the whole 
law of God without offending in ont point, can never be juſtified be- 
fore God by works, but none can doſs, Brgo. 2. He afſerts Juſtifi- 
cation by faith before God in the inſtance of Abraham's faith, uling 
the ſame Expreſſion, and doth not deny this to be true Juftifica- 
tion, and full before God, ' but only Abraham brought forth - the 
fruits before Men, from his faith working by love he is called 
the friend of God 5 thus God juſtified him in his obedience as a 
true Believer, Ergo, he concludes, as all true faith, fo true ju- 
ftifying faith hath ſuch fruit, 3. Fames ſhews how God ofcen 
bears witneſs and approves of particular actions which men are 
ready 'to condemn, ſuch as Abraham's offering up his Son, and 
Rahab's giving up the City, and ſuch a Teſtimony that they per- 
formed it by faith in Chrift and his Righteoulneſs z for no other 
are approved of by God as Goſpel-Works, and thus you have the 
full ſcope of Fames, not contradifting the Apoſtle Paul at all, 
but ſpeaking only of another Juſtification in fore humane, in the 

effes that Men ſee, and the approbation that God gives. 
$. 6. Hence I anſwer Mr. Cl. who faith, the ſame Juftifica- 
tion 1s intended by Paul and Fames, 1 ſay, Fames intends the 
ſame Juſtification before God, in foro Dei, aut /epis, when he 
ſpeaks of Juftification by Faith, bur he intends not the ſame when 
he ſpeaks of Juſtification by works z he intends, as Paul doth, = 
ar 
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far as he ſpeaks of Juniages by Faith, but when he ſpeaks of 
the ſame perſons juſtification by works, it intends only Gods de- 
claration of his approbation of the particular As of obedience 
and bearing witneſs thereto, of the true faith in foro bumano by 
word or evidences, as in that whole of Hebr. 11. And in divers 
other Scripture Fames ſpeaks of Fuſtificarion of « mans perſon z It 
is true and here its aſcribed to his faith, the righteouſneſs he 
receives-by faith is imputed to him, but the faith is not all the 
approbation that: he hath, not all his Juſtification he is alſo juſti- 
fied coram hbominibus, He doth not {ay works were imputed to 
him for righteouſne(s ? But he and his works for his perſon, then 
his obedience being accept2d by God in: Chrift, God witneffeth 
before men to his faith and obedience, and to his faith by own- 
ing his obedience. So that he ſpeaks both of the Juſtification of 
his perſon and of his faith too but in divers reſpetts. 

2. Can his faith ſave him, Implying, that tho faith without 
works cannox ſave, yer faith with works will; for Saved, and Fuſti= 
fied, both belong to the ſame Subje8. f 

R.Tcue,but that doth not prove that Juftifying and Saving is in 
all reſpets the ſame, for there may be works as well as faith in - 
tat reſpet ſaving, becauſe both accompany Salvation, but its 
not therefore that Saving in all reſpetts is Juſtifying, for there's 
ſaving in ſan&ification and glorificationz and tho faith without it | 
be ſuch as in time produceth works will not fave upon any ac- 
count, yet it follows not that works do juſtify before God. _ 

3. He ſpeaks of the perſon of Abraham being Fuſtified, and 
there was a concurrence ef bis works with bis faith in bis Fuſtifi- 
cation, | 

R. There was in foro bumeno, for he could not appear unto men 
that he had faith but by works, if 4Abrabam faith he is a believer 
and righteous before God, another man will ſay ſhew me ſuch 
works as will argue it to me ? Sv Abraham ſhews his obedience, 
and his faith concurrs to it for he could do ſuch werks but by 
Faith, and God witneſſeth to them Heb. 11. coram hominibus. 

4. He rejets being Fuſtityed by Faith only. 

R. 1. He cannot be Juſtifyed by Faith that is dead and bar- 
ren. 21y, He cannot be Juſtifyed before God and man too with- 
out works. 31y, There was not any held a mans Faith was jufti- 
fed by his faith but his perſon, and that his faith was juftifyed 
to men by his outward demeanour in exerciſing viſible gra- 
CES. 

5. The reaſon that - be coucbeth in that Similitude, v. 26, ſhews, 
that be ſpeaks of the Juſtification of the perſoz. viz. Thar ſuch a fainh 
canngt Fuſtify becauſe irs aead. 

R. The 
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F. The words are, as the body without the fpirit is dead, ſo faith 
without works #« dead. Theſe words ſhew only what was the 
drift of the Apoſtles diſcourſe from the 14 v.v7z. to ſhew that faith 
which bringeth not forth good works is not trae, it will not ſave, it 
will not profit, it is no better than reprobates may have, it is 
not Juſtifying before God or Man. Now then for Mr. C7. Pairs 
of Antith. he ſaith, A man xx juſtifyed by works, as James ſaith, 4 
man is Fuftifyed without works of the law, i. e. ſaith be, A man 
Fultijed by ſuch works as are in the nature of living faith, bur not 
by ſuch as are works of the law. Re 

R., All works and faith it ſelf as a qualification are works of a 
Law, and whereby no fith living ſhal} be juftify'd,-Ga). 3. 11. 
and tho the Apoftle ſpeaks of, and owns Abraham's Taſtification by 
faith before God as Paut doth Rom. 4. yet he no where faith a 

rſon is juftifyed by works before God, if he had ſaid ſo he had 
lirealy contradifted the Apoſtle Parl, but the Reconciliation is 
thus, a believer is not Juftified by works before God, but he is 
jufſtifyed by works of faith or, fruits of it before man. 24. Pair, 
A man # Fuſtifyed by faith, and a man is not Fuſtifyed by Faith only. 
Reconc. A man is Juftifyed by that faith that includes works, 
but not by that faith that is withont works. Recon. A man 
is Juſtifyed by faith obje&ively which produceth works before 
God, and man is not Juftifyed without works before man. The 
34, Pair is #bus, A than is Fuftifyed by Faith and a man # Fuſtifyed 
by Works, I reconcile thus, a man u juſtifyed by that faith which brings 
orth works, and a man us juſtifyed by thoſe works. 

. Recon. a man is juſtifyed before God by faith, a man is 
juſtifyed before man by works. By all which it appears that 
Paul and Fames are agreed in the nature of true Faith and Ju- 
fification by it in the tight of God 5 but only Fames ſpeaks of 
Juftification in a larger ſence, to wit, Juſtification in foro humayo, 
as well as Divino, and therefore he aſcribes a kind of Juftificati- 
on to works, ſo that a man cannot be Juftifyed by Faith alone, in 
the largeſt ſence, ſeeing he cannot be Juftifyed before man with- 
out works. Now if he had meant as.our Neomom. do, he muſt 
have aſcribed all Juſtification to works only, for they hold our 
Juſtification by Faith to be no otherwiſe than as a work. Mr. 
C1. ſeems to boaſt himſelf in expreſſion cf the Pal. 106. 3. t. con- 
cerning Phineas, where AIN # uſed the ſame root, which 4s uſed of 
Abraham's Farith, Gen. 15. 6. Where the thing that Abraham be- 
lieved in the Promiſe, God Imputcd to him for righteouſneſs as 
the Apoſtle expounds Gal. 3. 6. $. for he ſaw Chrift in that 
Goſpel preached to him as our Saviour witneſſeth, and as the 
word there is an AQtive fignification, It is a Paſhve in Nipb, with 
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the Pſalm. it plainly referrs to the particular AC of Phineas. Tt 
is ſaid, that Phineas ſtood up and executed Judgment and the 
Plague was ſtayed, and it was reckoned to NPIY7 MONT fos 
Righteouſneſs, for a noble righteous juſt AR, toall Generations, 
its not ſaid that the Lord accounted it him for the righteouſneſs of 
his perſon before God, but God bore witneſs to the ſeafonable 
neſs and juſtice of the a&tion in ftaying of the Plague, and ſuck 
an effe&t being thereof, all men have ſince judged: it a righteogs 
juſt A to all Generations. So that the word is not uſed- im 
perſonally but perſonally and paſſively, and. the A& whick he 
perform'd is the Nominative Caſe, neither is $443» vſed-inv- 
perſonally but the thing that God promiſes and he beheves is 
the Nominative Caſe. 
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CHAP. XVL 


The Rightzouſneſs of Chaiſt [8 the only Righ 
teoufnefs whereby a ſfmner is ned 
God's ſight. 


Section 1. The Tranſtion, and Snbje@ afſerted. Y. 2. 
Argument te Y. 3. Arg. 2. Y. 4- Arp. 35. Y. $. 
Ap. 4 v6 Fr: SS EE CT SY 
Are. 7. VS. 9. Mi. 5. G6 16 MS 8% $I 
Arg. 10. FS.14. Arg. 11. FI 13, Arg. 12. $ 14. 
Arp, 13. FC. 15. Arg. 14. $. 16. Fg. 19. 


Set. 1,7 TJ Aving written hitherto in way of defence, againſt 

1 the Adverſaries of our Juftification by Chrift's 
Righteouſneſs, and having in ſome meaſure (as FT truſt} the mind 
of the Spirit, I dare not let theie Adverſaries paſs withont nfing 
the Sword of the Spirit, to the wounding their Dottrine even 
in its very Vitals, by home thruſts and downright blows. Fer 
the Lord Fefus Chrift who. is come forth upon his white Horſe, 
with a Bow and a Crown, will not return till he bath conquered 
all the Enemies of this glorious Righteouſneſs of his, and tri- 
umphed over them. I have chearfully thro* grace taken this 
Service' in hand, finder the Captain of my Salvation, thro whofe 
ftrength and affiſtance I hope for ſuccels co his praiſe and oY 


160 Righteouſneſs of Chaiſf the only Right. 
J ſhall in the firft place prove that the Righteouſneſs of Chriſt is 
the only righteouſneſs that a Sinner is juſtified by before God, 
and the Arguments are theſe briefly : 

2. Arg.1- That is the righteouſneſs only that a ſinner can be 
juſtified by, which fulfils that law which he hath broken z But 
Chrifts Righteouſneſs is ſuch : For the minor our adverſaries 
would have us believe that they mean ſo, however, they often 
talk of ſatisfation to the Law, their fincerity therein will be 
tried in due time. As to the major its indubitable to any man of 
ſence, that its not another law can excuſe him from the condem- 
nation of the law which he hath broken 3 nor a righteouſneſs of 
another law, eſpecially ſuch as is imperteC and faulty, that will 
ſerve the turn. God never abandoned nor relaxed his original 
Law, (though others as branches in poſitive laws for a time be- 
ing, may be) but that was perfettly fulfilled in Chriſt. 

&. 3- Arg. 2. That Righteouſneſs which merits the Juſtifica- 
tion of a Sinner before God, is that righteouſneſs only by which, 
and for which he is juſtified before God ; but the Righteouſneſs 
of Chriſt is ſuch, Ergo. - For the minor our adverſaries grant it, 
that Chriſt merited and purchaſed our Juſtification, z. e., by 
works of our own, and that our Righteouſneſs and Juſtification 
are effeas thereof, and therefore there needs no further Proof 
here 3 but we muſt come to the major which pincheth hard upon 
them z but it appears to be true, 1, Becauſe there is no legal 

iſcharge of an accuſed perſon, without a meritorious righteouſ- 
neſs appearing; Now theſe men, with the Socinians ſay (ſome 
at leaft, and others do but liſp at it, Mr. B. ſays it downright, he 
knowing it to be inſeparable from the Popiſh Doftrine) that their 
righteouſneſs is not meritorious, being imperfett, if it be not, its 
no juſtifying righteouſneſs 3 I will ftand by it, that there is no 
rizhteouſnefs can claim Juſtification but upon the merit of their 
ation in the performance of the preceptive part, and if they be 
juſtified by the new law, they muft be juſtified by the merits 
thereof; but we aſſert that the righteouſneſs muſt anſwer the 
old law broken, and it muſt be, as in Juftice it doth fo ſatisfie 
that law, that it lays claim to Juſtification by vertue 'ot thoſe 
"merits, and no other righteouſneſs will paſs there, but what is 
ſach. . | 

& 5. Arg. 4. The righteouſneſs typified by the Priefts Sa- 
crifices of old, was the righteouſneſs whereby a ſinner is juſtifi d 
in the ſight of Gud 53 bur the righteouſneſs of Chriſt a- 
alone is ſuch, E7g0. For the major our adverſaries, Mr. Bellar- 
mine and Mr. #. fav, that Chrifts Righteouſneſs is the thing 


for which 7d propter quoi, not as the End but as an Inftrumeat of 
| the 
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the Efficient, and a meritorious cauſe, and our Faith and Obedi.. 
ence is the per quam, which they ſay doth not denote Merit, and - 
in the Proteſtant ſence per quam denotes only inftrumentality ; 
but indeed here's theſe mens Commutation, they make Chrift's 
Righteouſneſs the Inftrument, and that remote enough too, and 
our own righteouſneſs the Formal Cauſe of Juſtification, which 
in truth is their meritorious cauſe 3 upon their own Poſitions the 
major muſt be granted. The minor will be very demonſtrable 
upon theſe reaſons, That the Righteouſneſs of Chriſt is only ſuch, 
the 7d propter quod, and per quod a finner is juſtified in Gods 
ſight. 1. 7. e. The righteouſneſs by which we are juſtified, js not 
two, but one, and Chriſts is that, as the Scripture atfirms, 2.That 
for which a man is meritoriouſly juſtified 7» ibunolegis, is that 
by which he is juſtified z ſo the law knows no difference in thoſe 
terms, for it doth nothing by any righteouſneſs but it doth it for 
that righteouſneſs. 3. The Spirit of God therefore uſeth the 
Greek Prepoſitions, promiſcuouſly in this caſe, as hath jn parc 
been ſhewed. 4. No Sinner therefore can ftand in Judgment, 
but by and for this Righteouſneſs of Chrift. thHa7 

S. 5- Arg. 4 The Righteouſneſs typified by the Prieftly 
Sacrifices of. old, was the righteouſneſs whereby a ſinner is juſti- 
fied in the ſight of God, bur this was the Righteouſneſs of Chrift 
only, Ergo. The major and minor are ſo clear that no Chriſti. 
an that hathſread the Scripture with any underſtand ing, can deny 
either ; if any ſhall ſay, its not eatie to defend it,there's the whole 
Epiftle to the Z#ebrews, yea, the whole Scripture to prove them z 
all the Devils in Hell cannot caſt down this Fortreſs, and I leave 
it therefore to the intelligent Reader, let him ſearch the Scrip- 
tures, they teſtifie of it. hg 

$. 6. Arg. 5, That Righteouſneſs which is a ranſoming and 
redeeming righteouſneſs from a legal Bondage is the juſtitying 
righteouſneſs of a ſinner before God, but Chrift's Righteouſneſs 
is that alone which is a redeeming and ranſoming righteouſneſs, 
Ergo. The minor is true, none that call themſelves Chriſtians dare 
ro, ſo audaciouſly in the face of Chriſt, and deny plain Scri- 
pture, todeny this, if they do, there's enough to prove it, to the 
meaneſt Chriſtian 3 The major therefore, I will prove beyond 
all contradi&ion ;3 That righteouſneſs which meritoriouſly diſchar= 
geth the finner from his Bondage under the Law, the condem- 
nation and curſe of it, is juſtitying Righteouſneſs z but Chriſts 
Righteouſneſs is ſuch, Rom. 8. 34. Gal. 3. 13. and divers places, 
for a diſcharge of a perſon from under the Bonds, Impriſonments, 
and Curſe of the Law, is his Juſtification, and the righteouſneſs 
for which he is diſcharged is his Juſtification: | 
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S. 7. 4g. 6. That Righteouſheſs which only can juſtific a 
Sinner againft the Law, is the Righteouſneſs whereby a Sinner is 
| Tuftifyed in the fight of God, but Chrift's Righteouſneſs is ſuch. 
Ergo, 1 ſuppoſe the major is undeniable, except men will cavil at 
the Sun at noon day, and will any have the face to ſay, as to the 
minor, 1. That God hath not purer Eyes of Juftice than to be- 
hold Iniquity, 2. That he exerciſeth juftice by halves and not in 
the ftriteft and exateſt manner, 3. Will they fay their righte- 
ouſneſs is ſo perfed, as to anſwer Gods Law ? The Neonomians 
fay no. How will they dare to ſay then they are juftifyed by a 
Righteouſneſs which is not anſwerable in perfe@ion to the Law 
bur they will be juſtifyed by another Righteouſneſs the worſt they 
can think of by a Law coined adequate to Antinomian and li- 
centious Principles ? 4. A Sinners unrighteouſneſs is ſuch, that 
the Law could never look upon him for to be righteouſs in the 
ſight of God in his own righteouſneſs, becauſe, he hath been 
once a tranſgrefſor. Fames ſaith, If a man transgre(s but in one 
Point he is guilty of all, The Saints in Heaven tho glorified with 
PerfeQion, yet having been ſinners and tranſgreſſors of the Law, 
they could not ftand Juitifyed out of Chriſt's righteouſneſs, It 
is one thing to have perfettion of Santtification as to the pre- 
ſent ſtanding and performances, and another thing to have per- 
fe&ion of Juſtification, wherein the leaft believer here on Earth 
are as pertealy Juftifyed and as righteous before God as the 
glorifyed Saints in Heaven, See Col. 1, 22, Eph, 6. 27. Rev. 14, 
4+ 5. | = - 

& $. Arg. 7. That Righteouſneſs which repairs all our un» 
righteouſneſſes loſt in the firft Adam, is the only righteouſneſs 
whereby we are Juftityed before God : but Chrift's righteouſ- 
neſs is ſuch and no other righteouſneſs. Ergo, as to the major, 
for all other righteouſneſs comes ſhort of what we loft in the 
frſt Adam, our unrighteovſneſs was orr breach of the preceptive 
part of Gods Law, this was our unaighteouſneſs, our loſs and ptt- 
niſhment was alſo very great, in reſpe( of moral original righ- 
teouſneſs, and coming under the wages of ſin which is death or 
liableneſs thereto by the Law in all acceptations. Now Chrift as 
a ſecond Adam brought in- a righteouſneſs upon both theſe ac- 
counts. 1. His perfe& compleat ative Obedience in oppoſition to 
Adam's Sin,obedience to diſobedience. Rom. 5. 14. If thro the offence 
of one many be dead, much more the grace of God and the gift by grace 
[which is Chrift's obedience Jwbich # by one man, bath abounded un- 
20 47). So in every v. to the end of the chapter Chrift's obedi- 
ence was not only to ſave us from puniſhment but to take of all 
the ſpots of fin inthe fight of God, Will Neqnomian __—_— 
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nef, take away Original fin in the ſight of God, bring us into 
the perfeftion of the Law in the fight of God, repair the pre- 
ceptive part of God's Law ? Nay, will it doany thing to take us 
of from puniſhment ? Nothey ſay not, if not its worth nothing. 

S. 9. Ag. 8. That Righteouſneſs whereby a Sinner is at peace 
with God,reconciled to him,and hath acceſs unto his preſence with 
boldneſs, is the Righteouſneſs whereby he is Juſtifed : but the 
Righteouſneſs of Chrift is ſuch, the mizor is evident. Rom. 5. 1, 
2. Eph. 2. 13, 14. Rom. 5+ 10. Col. 1. 20. The major appears, 
Juſtification is our reconciling peace with God Ground of bole- 


'neſs of acceſs in Faith and Prayer. Kom. 5. 1. Heb. 4. 15, 16. 


C. 10, Arg. 9. That Righteouſneſs which Chrift pleads in 
Heaven for us, is our Juftifying righteouſneſs, but it is his own 
righteouſneſs which he pleads in Heaven, for us. Ergo, This 
righteouſneſs is our Juftification righteouſneſs. Doth Chrift plead 
our righteouſneſs or his own ? Not ours ſure, he pleads for accep- 
tance of our ſervices thro' his righteouſneſs, he entred into the 
holyeft of all with his blood. What was it to procure ? A Ju- 
ſtifying righteouſneſs of ours for him to plead before his Fa- 
ther? | 

$. 11. Arg. 10. If there be no name of any other, nor Sal- 
vation in any other among men beſides Chrift's, than there's no 
righteouſneſs for Juſtification of a Sinner but Chrift's z but the 
antecedent is true, Ats.4. 12. the place ſo full and expreſs there's 
no diſputing it- But our Neonomzans will deny the antecedent ; 
for this is the ſtone that is ſet at naught by our new Goſpel 
builders 5 they will ſay that there's juſtification righteouſneſs in 
men, and in the name of themſelves and their own righteouſneſs 
they ſhall be Juſtified z but then I ſay, there's another name, and 
ſalvation in ſome other among men, if that juſtifying righteouf- 
neſs is our ſalvation only. For what is ia Chriſt, is it not in them? 
And on Chriſt purchaſed it, the ſalvation is in them not in 
Chriſt. | 

$. 12. Arg. 11. Tf Chriſt be theend of the law for Righte- 
teouſneſs to every one that believeth, then his righteouſneſs -is 
the only Juftifying righteouſneſs, but Chrift is ſo, the antecedens 
is true, Kom. 10. 4+ All the aim and deſign of God in his law in 
making it, is that it may be anſwered in righteouſneſs, Chrift is 
this end as to all ſaved ones,and as to believers ; he ſaid not, thar 
weare the end of the law by our own righteouſneſs,or that Chriſt 
merited that we ſhould be the end of the law, or ſhou'd be the 
righteouſneſs of a new law, but Chrift is ſo 5 if their had been 
any other end for righteouſneſs, he would have told us of it. 
The conſequence needs -n0 _ for whatever fylly anſwer _ 
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'end of the law in alive and paſſive obedience for ns, is juſtifying 
. righteouſneſs in the eye of the law, it looks for no more; but 
the Neonomians will ſay, here is the old law meant, and Chrift 
anſwered that, I fay, rhen if hedid juſtify us as to Old law righ- 
009 ogg a fig for the New law and the pretended Juſtification 
thereby. | 

$. 13. Arg. 12. That righteouſneſs which in a lively manner 
is held forth in the ſeals of the Covenant, and as ſeals of the 
righteouſneſs of faith is juſtifying. righteouſneſs; bur that is the 
righteouſneſs of Chrift, Z7g0. For the minor thats plain, the 
waſhing with water held forth his waſhing us from our fins in 
his blood 3 the eating the bread and drinking the wine, it is to 
ſignify our feeding upon the Body of Chrift by Faith, on which 
he bore our ſins, and drinking of his Blood which he ſhed for 
the remiſſion of Sins. As to the major its plain they hold forth 
Chrift to be our juſtifying righteouſneſs, A. 2, 38. and that 
we live upon this righteouſneſs ( as the Lord's Supper holds: forth 


. ina ſpiritual eating the Body and drinking his Blood, )} do we - 


ſhew forth our own death or life of works or his ? that they ſhould 
be ſeals of our own righteouſneſs and not of Chriſts. 

FS. 14. Arg. 13. If no righteouſneſs but a Suretiſhip, and 
Preiſtly righteouſneſs can juſtify a Sinner before God, then 
Chriſt's righteouſneſs alone can do it, but nothing but a Sureti- 
ſhip and Prieftly righteonſneſs can, &:. The minor is proved 
becauſe we are Bankrouts have nothing to pay, neither in our 
ſelves by nature, nor beſtowed on us, that which the holieft 
man hath in ſanQification bearing no proportion to our ſins and 
God's demands, therefore it muſt be the righteouſneſs of a Surety, 
that's holy, harmleſs, Tc. that pays a righteouſneſs for us ade- 
quate to the demands of the Law. The conſequenee will hold 
becauſe there was no other Surety to God for Sinners, bat Chrift 
he hath engaged to pay for us, and hath paid and his payment 
accepted. #s Blood was ſhed for many for the remiſſion of ſins, be 

_ was the great biph Prieſt, and as ſuch he was a Surety. Heb. 7. 21. 
22. Ch. 2, 17. 

SF. 15. Arg. 14. If there be no Goſpel righteouſneſs in reſpett 
of. a Sinner but Chriſt's righteouſneſs, then Chriſt's righteouſ(- 
neſs is our Juſtifying righteouſneſs ; but there's no Goſpel righ- 
teouſneſs. The minor is thus proved, The righteouſneſs by 
which a Sinner is Juſtified is Goſpel. 1, Becauſe its not wrought 
by himſelf but by another for him. 2. Becauſe its given to him 
freely; its a Law righteouſneſs in reſpect of Chriſt; Now when by 

- our gracesand duties we claim Juſtification as due to us upon per- 
forming conditions, we make all our: works legal and put them in 
b:3 the 
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the room of Chrift's righteouſneſs forJuſtification. The conſequence 
is clear becauſe a Sinner can be ſaved only by .a Goſpel righteouſ- 
neſs, that of Chrift that is offer'd him, and. he- receives as the 
Goſpel glad tidings, for its good news and Goſpel to any man, to 
hear of one that is able and willing to pay his debt for him: 

S. 16. Arg. 15. If there be no life to be given to a Sinner 
by the- righteouſneſs of any. law perform'd by him, then the 
righteouſneſs of Chriſt is the only righteouſneſs that he is juſti- 
fied byz but there is no life to be given to any Sinner, by the 
righteouſneſs of any law perform'd by him, Zrgo, The antece- 
dent is fully proved by the Gal. 3. 21. where Law is uſed ins 
definitely, in both parts of the Texts as well the laft as the 
firft, and it ſhould have been jendred thus, if there bad been a 
Law given which could have given Life, then Righteouſneſs had 
been by a Law; therefore this place 1s fully excluſive of juftify- 
ing righteouſneſs by a new Law, and God never_made; ſuch a 
Law. ' The conſequence is clear if all other Law righteouſneſs but 
Chriſt's be excluded, then Chriſt's righteouſneſs is that alone by 
which a Sinner is Juftified, - Theſe Arguments are ſtrong and 
enough to prove what we aſſert, and againſt all the World if the 
Scripture and Reaſon enlightned thereby may take place. The 
Scripture is ſo full of proof, that theſe Sixteen might be made 
Sixty, but brevity is call'd for, by the circumſtances that attend 
Printing. | 


CHAP.XVIL 
Df the Jmputation of Chziſ's Righteouſtteſs, 


Section 1. Chris's Righteouſneſs 1s Imputed to us, and 
Paul /aith ſo. F- 2. Argument 1. FS. 3. Arg. 2 
and 3. F. 4. Arp. 4. FS. 5. Arg. 5. YS. 6. Arg. 
6. I. 7. Arg.-7. Y. &. Arg.-3.: Y. 9: Mg. 9. 
$& 10. Arg. 10. 11. | 


Sefion 1. Ur Adyerſaries ſay they own the Imputation” of 

\ Righteouſneſs ro Fuſtificationybut they ſay,its there 

own, not Chriſt's: Now we ſhall prove that Chriſt's Righteoul- 

neſs is Imputed, They ſay, its no where faid that Chriſt's Righ- 
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ceoufmefs.is Imputed ; We ſay, it is in all that is fait. by the Apo- 
Ale Pau), fo plain, that all but he that will ſhyt his Eyes per- 
verſly muft ſee it. I ſhall but give brief hints of it, 1. The 
Apottle Paul; Rom. 4. ſpeaking fo often. of Imputation, gives us 
plainly to untterftand, that he means no Imputation but of 
Chriſt's Righteouſneſs to Juſtification z for his Diſcourſe in the 
th chap. is coritinued from ver. 25. of the 23d to prove the Do- 
rine of Juftification by the Propitiation, Blood and Righteoul- 
neſs of Chrift z and ſhews how Faith honours this Righteouſneſs, 
and wrongs not the law by it, but eſtabliſheth it. In the 4th <<. 
He goes on to exclude all Juftification by any works, and ſhews in 
Abraham and David, they took Chrift's Righteouſneſs, vit. that 
ſpoken ch. 3. 25. by Faith, for their Imputed righteouſnefs, unto 
Juſtification and remiſſion, and covering of them from the Eye 
of God's juftice z wherefore Chrift is call'd our Propitiation, in 
allufion to the Golden cover of the Ark, that hid the Law and 
was the mercy ſeat Frag briefly to ſhew that by Imputation ſb 
often mention'd in this chap. he meant the Righteouſneſs of Chtift 
to our Juſtification, he tells us ver. 22. that what God had pro- 
miſed 'to Abrabam, viz. the Righteouſheſs of Chrift, which he 
was fully by Faith perſwaded of, was Imputed to him for Righ- 
tcouſneſs 3 now ſaith the Apoſtle, it was not written for the ſake 
of A4brabam only, but for us alſo to whom it ſhall be Imputed, '# e: 
the Righteouſneſs'in the Promiſez if we believe on him, that 
raiſed up the Lord Feſus Chriſt from the dead, who was deliver- 
ed for our offences and raiſed again for our Juſtification #. e. if 
we believe in God, thro? the full perfe& and compleat righteouſ- 
neſs of Chriſt, for our Righteouſneſs could not have been full and 
compleat without his ReſurreRion, and his Juftification as a pubs 
lick head of all the Ele& ; who raifed was Juftified, as having 
wrought out a full and compleat Juftifying righteouſneſs for them, 
they are incuuraged and invited to take it for their Righteouſ- 
neſs by Faith, and they might afſure themſelves of the Iniputation 
thereof z and proceeds in the next chap. to ſay, that having ta- 
'ken this Imputed righteouſneſs by Faith, they are ſaid to be ju- 
frified by Faith, and-to have peace with God, and acceſs unto the 
grace of God thro the ſaid righteouſneſs. DER | 
S. 2. 4g. 1. Now then I Argue,if Chrift in the promiſe be Im 
puted for Righteouſneſs to Abrebam and every believer, and the 
Apoflle faith ſo, then the Imputation here ſpoken of, is the Impu- 
tation of Chrift's righteouſneſs; - but the axtecedent is trite; from 
Gal.3. 21,22.'its plain,that it was what God had promiſed'to hinz 
was Imputed to him. The conſequence needsno proof, for it was 
. Chriſt was promiſed, and he ſaw Chrjfi's day in that promile, 
Ss | : VN ent = EN. 4 IH F-12454 .* -- and 
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and the Promiſe of Chrift was the Goſpel preached to him. 

Again, to prove the Apoſtle means the Righteouſneſs of Chriſt 
is imputed, If the delivery of Chriſt for our fins,and raifing bim again 
for Fuſtification, was the Righteouſneſs of Chriſt for Fuſtification ; 
then this is that which was imputed nor 10 Abraham Joy righteouſne 
only,but alſo to every Believer by the Text 1 and therefore.the minor is 
fully there proved 5 and I think as to the major, that none can 
deny the Life, Death and ReſurreQion of Chrift to be his come 
pleat Righteouſneſs. 

S. 3; Arg. 2. He that was made of God righteouſneſs #0 us i 
made by impuzerion of bis rightcouſneſs to us ; but Chriſt is made ſo 
of God, 1 Cor. 1. 30. but faith Mr. Cl. he is made righteouſ- 
neſs as he is made Wiſdom. So Righteouſneſs, Saniification and Re- 
demption,but it follows not only that he be made of great advantage 
to a Chriftian, but theſe ſeveral ways, that he is not one thing 
as the other ; he is not a Prophet as a Prieft z and if he ſhould 
mean made righteouſneſs in Mr. Ct's. ſence, then he ſhould be but 
made ſan#ification twice taken, for Mr. C's juſtifying righteouſ- 
neſs is but SanQification 3 its, he is made the Spring, Head and 
Root of Santification, and legally made righreouſneſs to us. | 

Arg. 2: Again, If we be made the righteouſneſs of God in Chrift, 
[where its plain this rightequſneſs of God is in Chriſt] then the 
righteouſneſs of Chriſt is imputed to us, but we are made the rigbte- 
onſneſs of God in him, Ergo. the antecedent is proved by, 2 Cor: 
5. 21 as to the major, the Neonomians ſay, the righteouſneſs of 
God is our own righteouſneſs ; We ſay, nay, the righteouſneſs of 
God is ſaid to be in Chrift, and we are made io by imputation,for 
Chrift could not be made Sin for us,but by Imputation,and if it js 
meant of a Sacrifice for Sin, even ſuch were made Sin by Imputa- 
tion, and therefore we are made the righteouſneſs of God 1n 
Chrift by Imputation. | 

$. 4+ Arg. 4 Again, If Chriſt bath merited our Fuſtificatioy, 
Chriſts Merits are imputed in themſelves to Fuſtification z but Chriſt 
bath merited our Fuſtification: The minor is granted by theſe 
Gentlemen : They tel} us, that Chrifts Merits are 7d propter quod, 
we are juftified for the ſake, or rather by reaſon of Chriſts Me- 
Titsz but they mean not that Chrift purchaſed the Sinner's per- 
form'd condition of the New law, but that he procured of Gcd 
a new law for man to perform the condition of : Now this is no 
more to be the cauſe of Juſtification, than God in making a Law 

was a Cauſe of Sin; for fin is not Imputed where there's no law z 
and where there is a Law, there will be Juſtification or Condem- 
natign; Chrift merited a Law and made one, therefore for the 
fake of Chrift, we are Juftified by this Law z here's Chrifts law 

| M 4 | (4{& 
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cauſa ſine qua nou with a Witneſs, As to the conſequence, if Juftifis 
cation be'an effett of Merits, and it be a Juridical effe&, then Me- 
Tits which is the cauſe, muſt be imputed to the perſon on whom 
theſe effetts muft fall: What moves the Court or Judge to ju- 
ftify this or that perſon, his own Merits or the Merits of ano- 
ther ? Not his own, but the Merits ef another : Then theſe Me- 
rits are imputed, for it quickly and plainly appears what is im- 
puted to any, whether merits of Condemnation or merits of Ju- 
ftification, for Juſtice goes by nothing but Merit z and therefore 
mens own righteouſneſs cannot juſtify-Becauſe it cannot Merit : 
And do not our Neonomians ſpeak as. the Socimians in this point, 
and mumble as if their mouths were full of plumbs 2 Now there- 
fore, if Chrifts Merit be brought into Court, as a meritorious 
cauſe of the Sinners Juſtification, they are imputed to him for 
his Juſtification as if he had merited himſelf, 
i Arg. 5. They ſay, Chriſts Merits cannot be Imputed, but the 
Effetts are Imputed.* And I Argue, If Chrifts Righteouſneſs be 
Imputed, its Imputed as a cauſe of Juſtification, or in the Effett ; 
{it ſhould be as an Effe@ or the Disjunttion is ridiculous ] but 
its not Imputed in the Effet, Ergo. In and as the Cauſe, for the 
Effet is not the Cauſe but contrary, its another thing ; ſo that to 
fay Chriſts Merits are imputed, and ſo imputed to the perſon 
Juftified is nonſenſe. But what are the effetts imputed ? All the 
Benefits purchaſed by Chriſt. For is Juſtification an effe& impu- 
ted ? Sure not, Ts Juſtification imputed to Juſtification ? Sure 
that's moſt abſur'd. Is Mortification imputed to Juftification ? 
That looks very odd. Ts Vocation and Adoption, or Glorificati- 
on, all or any of them Imputed to Juſtification ? for they are 
Effetts of Chriſts Merits. But ſuppole they ſay, ſome of theſe or 
all, are to us imputed for righteoutneſs unto Juſtification z I then 
Query, Whether the Righteouſneſs perform'd by us in the new 
Jaw Juftification, be merited by Chrift as an Effet 2? Do not 
T ſee them ſneak away now and give no Anſwer, but upon ano» 
ther Subjett, they will tell you that Faith and the condition of 
the New law, was nct purchaſed by Chrift, but are by the gift of 
EleRion only. And now I pray what's become of Juſtification, by 
Effets of Chriſts Merits ? They will ſay, we are Juſtified by Im» 
puting the Spirits operations to us for righteouſneſs. Now this 
cannot be, | WS 
' Te, The Spirit never was incarnate, nor his Office to work a 
Righteouſneſs for Juſtification 4 this was peculiar to Chrift. 
- 2. The fruits of the Spirit, when they come to be exerted, 
are called our works. and juſtly ſo, becauſe Graces exercifed, or 
Duties performed by us are fo, theſe are all renounced as ſuch by - 
the Apoſtle Paul, Phil, 3. 8, and clicewhere. 3. What 
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* 3. What'the Spirit doth in Juſtification, its office is by way of 
Application, it takes of Chrifts, and gives it tous it applies and: 
brings home toa ſinner the Impetration of Chrift, as Righteouſ- 
neſs unto his Juftification ; hence the Spirit is ſaid to juſtifie, 
I Cor.6. 11, in bringing to the Soul the Grace of Juſtification, 
and enſtating him therein by faith, as he ſanCifies by —_— 
in the Grace of SanQtification. Now then,' if Chrift's Righteout- 
neſs cannot be imputed in the effet, and'is imputed at all, 
then as the cauſe meritorious of Juftification. © © w 1 

But they ſay, God cannot impute Chrifts Right eſs to us, 
becauſe we did not perform it, and God is a Go Truth, he 
cannot-impute that to us which we did not. To which I anſwer, 

1. That God doth not reckon we performed Chrifts Righte- 
ouſneſs. | | 

2, God may give us his Son for righteouſneſs,, Rom. 8. and* 
give us this righteouſneſs, Rom.5. 5. 307% 

' 3. He may accept it for us on law terms, as our righteouſneſs: 
to Juſtification, and all this is according to Truth and Righteouſ: 
neſs imputing it to us in a Law Senſe. = 

4. The Argument will fall upon Neonomian Juftification, for. 
that's to call that righteouſneſs which is unrighteouſneſs, and not- 
according to Truth, as hath been ſhewed: Mr. Cl. makes it 
great. Argument that the ative righteouſneſs of Chriſt muft not 
be imputed, becavſe Chrift did not obey that we ſhould not obey, 
and where's the Antinomian that ſays ſo ? but we ſay, that Chrift 
did and ſuffered all that the law required of him as a Second A- 
dam, and our Surety, and his obeying in doing is no hindrance,but 
a Goſpel ground and reaſon of our doing and obeying : As Chriſt 
did not ſuffer that we ſhould not ſuffer, but not ſuffer the Penally, 
ſo Chrifts doing was not that we ſhould not obey Evangelically, 
but that we ſhould but not obey legally, with expeQation of our 
Juſtification by our works, or from a law, ſor that is to be under 
a Law, and not under Grace, and to fin inftead of obeying, Rom. 
6, Te, 

Laſtly, If Chrift's righteouſneſs be taken -as a meritorious 
cauſe in a ſinner's Juftification, it is imputed as ſuch to the per- 
ſon juſtified ;z the effe& of this caule is the ſinner's Juſtification, 
which is his proper Diſcharge, and this is not Imputation, but 
Judgment upon it, and Delivery in Law, and ſuppole the effe&s 
of Merit could be imputed, the cauſe and reaſon thereof muſt 
be firſt imputed 5 for the Law doth nothing in way of Condem- 
nation or Juſtification but upon a meritorious cauſe imputed unto 
Condemnation or Juftification ; and how abſurd is it to ſay Con+ 
demnation is imputed, hut its proper ta lay, the fin ghat merits it 
15 imputed. Y. 6, 
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&. 6. tg. 6, That Righteouſneſs which is accepted in law 
unto Juftification is imputed to the perſon juſtified, but Chrift's 
Merits are accepted of God to the Sinner's Juftification. The 
mejor muft be owned for Truth by the Neonomians, otherwiſe 
they could not affert their Juftification by Works. The minor 
hath been counted ſound Divinity by moſt Prozetants, and ma- 
ny Papifts z but whether it be or be not, the Scripture affirms it 
roundly ; ſce for a taſte, Eph. 5. 2. chap. 1.6.for an acceptation 
in law, muft be an imputation of Merit to Juftification, and can 
be upon no other account, cither of a man's own, or of another's 
for him,the law looks at the value of his Money or Works that he 
brings into Court, nat how he came by cither, whether by Gift 
or otherwiſe. 

$. 7. Arg. 7. That righteouſneſs through which Sin is 108 im- 

puted to condemnation is the righteouſneſs through which a man i im- 
puted righteous unto Fuſtification s But Chriſts righteouſneſs is 1bas 
throngh which ſin ic not imputed to condemnation, Ergo. The minor 
is very clear from Kom. 8. 1. 34. wha i be that condemneth, is is 
Chriſt that died, chap. 4. 6, 7, 8; Bleſſed is the man whoſe ſins are 
forgiven, to whom God doth not impute frns and this is told us is a 
righteouſneſs without works, that which comes on Fews and Gen- 
eiles, that which covers Sin from the Eye of God's Juftice, there» 
fore that which lies in the Death aud Reſurrefion of Chrift, v. 
24, 25. likewiſe 2 Cor. 5. 15. God was in Chrift reconciling the 
world, 7. e. juſtifying, for God reconciles none but by Juftifica+ 
tion; reconciliation is eſſential to it, and therefore oz imputation 
of fin ; for while a man lies under a law charge of fin he is un- 
righteous, till he be impnted righteous by the law. The major 
is evident from what is ſaid in proof of the minor, for non impu+ 
tation of fin to a ſinner is eſſential to his Juſtification, which can 
be no otherwiſe then by a covering righteouſneſs; and when a 
law jmputes fin, the ſame law muſt juſtify by imputing to him an 
adequate and fatisfaftory righteouſneſs. 

Y. 3. Arg. 8. The Sins of Sinners under the old Teſtament were 
Impuzted Typically to the High-Prieſt and Sacrifices, which is very ea- 
fie to make appear, Ergo, The Sins of all fav'd ſinners are Impu- 
ted really to Chrift, and his righteouſneſs to them. See 1 Cor. 
5. 21. Rom: 3. 25. Heb. 9. 15. 

&. 9. Arg. 9. That which cannot be pleaded for Pardon or Fuſti+ 
fication unleſs it be Imputed, # when its pleadibly imputed unto Fu- 
ftification : But Chriſts very righteouſneſs #s pleadible, Gc, Ergo. 
The minor I ſuppoſe theſe Gentlemen dare not deny, for I find 
tho they will not have it their immediate righteouſneſs by impu- 
tation, yet they will haye it for ſome remote and as a reſerve ak , 
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dead lift, when conſcience ſees that neither the New Law, nor the 
Tighteouſneſs thereof will ſerve the- turn, Now that Chrifts 
righteouſneſs is not pleadible without Imputation to us,neither by 
Chrift in heaven nor by us on earth its plaingfor if Chrift be never 
ſo righteous,his plea is anſwerered in ſaying thou art righteous for 
thy ſelf; I never imputed thy righteouſneſs to theſe,let them plead 
for- their own Juſtification. If they plead it with the anſwer 
is, Chrift is righteous for himſelf z his righteouſneſs not impu- 
ted to thee, 'no. more then the righteouſneſs of one of the An- | 
gs z and therefore Chrifts rightcouineſs being pleadible its 
imputed z without -Imputation its not pleadjble for us or by 
Us. 

. 10. Arg, 10, That righteouſneſs which is 4 Suretiſhip righ» 
reef muſt 3: imputed, elſe its of no value to the ds To 
Chriſts righteouſneſs us a Suretiſhip righteouſneſs, be being a Surety bis 
righteouſneſs muſt be ſuch. And as for the major its plain that the 


Juſtice that accepts one perſon to be Surety fur another,-doth im» 


pPute or account the righteouſneſs of the Surety to that other, or 
elſe it accepts not, the Surety is rejeRed now that Chriſt was 
accepted as a Surety is beyond all queftion, Heb. 7, 22, 
* $« 11. Ag» 11. The righteouſneſs of the ſecond Adam is an 
Imputed righreouſneſs, for 1. as Adam was & Publick perſon that bad 
& Covenant ſtanding for all bis gs ſo the 2d Chriſt was, end bad for 
Adam by Imputation upen his Seed ſo Chriſts 
righteouſneſs on bis as fully appears from Rom. 5. But this I muſt 


- not now enlarge upon, the Apoftle is ſo full and plain therein, 


that I never could fee any thing ſaid to oppoſe, that could have 
weight with any learned and rational Interpreter, if unprejudiced 
againſt Truth. | A 
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What Jntereff and concern Faith hath in 
| our Juſtification, | 


'Seftion 1. Of the WVature of Faith as ſpoken of. F$. 2: 

| What this Faith 5? XF. 3. And how we are ſaid to 

' be | 9u#tified ty Faith.” S. 4. Arg. Tor prove that 
Faith 15 not our Righteouſneſs. | 


"$eftion 1, [9 proved Chriſt's Righteouſneſs . to be the 
only Righteouſneſs 'for a Sinner's Juſtification in 
«Gods ſight, and that this Righteouſneſs is certainly. Imputed to 
every one'"that believes ; we ſhall in the'laft place enquire, what 
concern and intreft Faith hath in our-Juftification ? I ſhall [not 
ſpeak of Faith accompanying Salvation at large ( as the Apoſtle 
doth Heb.11; - Whetein he alſo comprehends Juftifying, (among 
the other Senſes there ſpoken of ) but only of Faith as it referrs 
to} Juſtification and the righteouſneſs thereof, ' 
- *&. 2. + Juſtifying Faith :is a gift 'of God, whereby a poor ſin- 
ner believes in God unto eternal life thro Jeſus Chriſt. - x. It is 
a gift of God, in reſpett*of the grace:of God and the. work of 
the Spirit, Eph. 2. 8. 2. It is a purchaſed benefit'for an Eleft 
perſon. 2 Pet. 1. 3. It's a Gift toa Sinner z there's no grace lives 
tell Faith, then Chriſt lives in him z its to a 'poor undone broken 
Sinner. 4- This 1s a gift of grace to believe in God and Chrift g 
1. To be perſwaded of the truth of the Law, his certain curſe 
under it, impoſſibility of coming to the works thereof z That its a 
ſaying worthy of all acceptance, that Chriſt came into the world to 
fave Sinners, whereof Paul ſaith, he was one of the chiefeſt; not that 
he was righteons ſubordinately to Chrift's to qualify him for it : 
This is that which is properly call'd fides, but its hard to diftin- 
Suiſh this from the Faith of a natural man and hipocrite 5 there- 
fore, '2. There is believing in z, e. reſting upon God and Chriſt, 
refting on the faithfulneſs of God in his promiſe of a good thing 
to us, as for eternal life, and for rightevuſneſs in Chrift 5 now 
faithfulneſs belongs to perſons ; truth unto things, when the Soul 


doth not only believe the thing promiſed true, but _— _ 
althe 
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faithful who hath promiſed, and from thence doth ftay himſelf 
and his Soul acquiſce in it. This is properly fiducia, truſting.in 
God. 3. There's a particular application of Chrift in the pro- 
miſe and the Soul unto God in Chrift, believing that all the 
promiſes, eſpecially thoſe that concern eternal life and juftificati- 
on by Chriſt's righteouſnels, are yea and Amen in him, made and 
perform'd in him. ; - | | 

$. 3- Hence, by Faith we are ſaid to be juſtified. 1. Becauſe 
the righteouſneſs of Chcift is the obje& of our Faith z it is. that 
we believe to, and come unto believing, Bom. 10,10. We believe 
unto righteouſneſs. 2+ By Faith a man is devorced from the Law 
and legal righteouſneſs, and comes into a new marriage relation 
to Chrift for righteouſneſs and life. Rom. 7. 3. Becaule its that 
grace only whereby a man can £0 out ot himſelf, and fetch in the 
righteouſneſs of another; 4. It is that grace which from the 
very law of its nature which it hath thro grace, doth always 
deny it ſelf any thing of righteouſneſs for Juſtification 
and gives all the glory of righteouſneſs unto Chriſt alone, 
5s. In thatit doth fiducially reſt and depend thereon believing, 
6. It dwells upon an obje& of righteouſneſs which is not ſeen, 
by ſence or reaſon, yea it is the hypoſtaſis of Chrift's 
righteouſneſs in the Soul z Chrift lives as it were in our Faith, 
take away Chrift from it, and. you leave it a dead nothing or 
worſe, it returns to unbelief, 7. Becauſe. by this Faith the 
Soul ſees God at peace with him, and he hath peace in him- 
ſelf, and the controverſy is at an end between God and him, 
tiro this Imputed and believed righteouſneſs. 8. The juſti- 
fied one as he draws his firſt breath of the new man in beliey- 
ing unto righteouſneſs, ſo he lives upon this righteouſneſs in all 
his Chriſtian courſe, in that Chriſts righteouſneſs may be cali- 
ed the righteouſneſs of Faith, for Meat and Drink. Fohn 6.5 1,52, 
9. Faith hath hereby all juſtifiable ways to God, Chrift is thereby 
his way unto the Father, he can haveaccelſs to the grace wherein 
he ftands,comes thro this righteoulinels with boldneſs to theThrone” 
of grace, and receives remifhon of fins, and every good, and per- 
fe gift, God having not ſpared his Son,but given him for us, hence 
he will not withhold any good thing. 10. As it receives all grace 
in and with juſtifying grace, ſo it gives and aſcribes all to free 
grace in the Father, Son and Holy Spirit, both the gift of righ- 
reouſnets and faith it ſelf, and the life eternal given to ſuch a poor 
wretch in and thro Jeſus Chriſt. 11. In that this grace be- 
ing filled with Chrifts righteouſneſs, is leading to all fruits of 
Chriſts righteouſneſs imputed and believed, all which ap. 

| pear 
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pear in the exerciſe of aft: holy affeQions, graces and daties t6 
the mortification of fin and growth in obedience and confor- 
mity to Chrift. © . 

S. 14: Now having ſhewed the Excellency of this Grace in its 
Nature and Kind, we myft ſhew you that it is not Chrift, nor 
muft not take his Throne or Crewn from him, yea abhors no+ 
thing more if true, but will keep a Believer always a poor, hum- 
ble, broken, and contrite hearted Sinner. Therefore we aſſert, 
and Chrift with his whole Word will ftand by us in it, that our 
Faith as a Grace of the Spirit or Work of ours is not imputed for 
Righteouſneſs to Juftification z I ſhall but Name a few Argu- 
ments convincing enough, and ſhew thereby the way to others - 
to do the ſame. ; ap 

x. Faith is for the Honour of Chrift our High-Prieft upon the 
Throne, if it takes to it ſelf juſtifying Righteouſneſs, it takes 
the Crown from his Head, and ſets it upon his own for the 
Ereat end of Chrift's Humiliation and Exaltation, was the work- 

g out of this Righteouſneſs. | WE 7: 

2. If Faith be our Righteouſneſs; then Faith is its own Ob- 
je, when you bid Men believe unto J uftification, you muft hid 
them believe in themſelves z and bid them by Faith go to their 
Faith for Righteouſneſs and Life, what's Abſurder ? 

3. If God impute Faith it ſelf as a Work to Juftification, then 
Faith muſt be imputed as meritorious of Juſtification. For, 
2. Chrifts Righteouſneſs is ſo imputed. 2. No Righteouſneſs 
can be imputed otherwiſe to Juſtification, but ſuch as is merito« 
rious of it, Juſtification being a Law-a&. ; | 

4. Faith making. it ſelf Righteouſneſs for Juftification by a 
Law, makes it ſelf altogether Legal as much as any Works what- 
| ever, inſomuch, that it is not an evangelical Work, ſo that it 
ought not to juſtific as a Work by their own Rule, that we are 
not juſtified by the legal works, but we have proved all their 
Works legal. 

5. That that can't cover Sin, and take off the Imputation ef 
it can't be juſtifying Righteouſneſs and take off the the Imputa- 
tion of Sin,for faith did not die for Sin,or was made a Sacrifice for 
it to bear the Sin of many. ; | 

6 The Prieſts and Sacrifices of Old were Types of Chrifts 
Righteouſneſs for Juftification of a Sinner, not of the Sinners 
righteouſneſs z and the faithful looked upon themſelves as ſinners 
Typically juſtified in the Righteouſneſs Typified, and nvt in their 
Faith as a Work done. 


7. If 
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. If our Faith in it ſelf be our Righteouſneſs, then our unhe» 

Hef is, for that Faith muft believe that Chrifts Righteouſneſs is 
not imputed to us for Juſtification, this his high unbelief accord« 
- Ing to the Scripture. p, 

8, If Faith fay it juſtifie as a Work, then Faith excludes it felf, 
the very Nature of it 5 the Neonomian ſay, the Law of Faith is 
the New-law, if ſo, then it excludes it ſelf, for the Law of Faith 
excludes boafting, and Works of a Law; 72. e. the very Nature 
of Faith, if it be good, fs ſo. 

9. If Faith juftific as a Work, then Fatth juftifies-not without 
Works, for if it be a Work it ſelf, and jufti ying as ſuch, then 
it juftifieth not without Works,becauſe it is a Work, contrary to 

OM. 4. 6. | 
E mW Faith be Imputed for Righteouſnefs, then the Blood of 
Chrift is not, but we are to be jaftified by the Blood of Chrift, 
and the Scripture faith, we are,by Faith in his Blood, | 

11. If Faith Juſtifies as a Work, then no more is aſcribed 
to Faith than to other Graces in the concern of our Juſftifi- 
cation z but the Apoftle aſcribes more concern to Faith 
than other Gracesz and then why doth he oppoſe Faith 
to Works? Is it not, that its more the Office of Faith 
as to Juſtification, the Neonomian ſay, it is the ſame with 
other Graces, fc, So Mr. Cl. Fuſtifying Faith is the ſame thing 
in Subſtance with Effetual Calling, Repentance, Regeneration, form= 
ing Chriſt in the Soul, the new Creature, &c, Is not a great deal 
of the Scripture in vain, hath not Paul wrote two Epiſtles in 
vain, where he makes it his Main Buſineſs to beat down Juffifi- 
cation by Works, and oppoſe them to one another, and now he 
tells us, that Faith and Goſpel Works | 7. e. legal ] are all one. 

12. That which juſtifies as a Righteouſneſs, juſtifies eternally, 
Dan. 9. but Faith can't juftifie eternally, becaule Faith ceaſeth in 
Heaven, but juſtifying Righteouſneſs doth not, yea all the Righ« 
tcouſneſs of the New-law muſt ceaſe, 1 Cor.13.12. 

14. That which is not the fzderal Condition of the Covenant 
of Grace, can't be our Righteouſneſs in it ſelf z but Faith is not 
the fzderal Condition, becauſe Faith is promiſed in the Cove- 
nant, given by Grace purchaſed by Chriſt, part of Eternal Life, 
a means to lay hold of the Condition z but I ſhall not enlarge up- 
on this now, only make one Quotation at laſt, Mr. R. Capel, 
who wrote of Temptation, ſaith, ſpeaking of the Conditions of 
the Covenant. 71 this Matter I am of the Opinion of Kendal, bar 
the Covenant ( be means of Grace ) was nos made with us, but with 
Chrift { this was the Aſſembly's Fudgmens }] for us; and for the 
main, I am clear of Opinion, tbas ths Covenans of Grace cannas ſtand 

ith 
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avith any Condition of ours at all, for ybas 1 wiſh the Learned to con- 
ſult Janius, To deliver my Opinion, Adam caſting kimſelf out of bis: 
Eſtate, the Covenant of Works fell void:; Then it pleaſed God ro fill 
up this Room with a New Covenant, commonly called bis laſt Teſta- 
ment, wherein be bequeathed Grace and Glory on no other Condition 
zhat 1 know of out of the Scriptures, but the Death of the Teſtator,,. 
i. e- Feſus Chriſt, that as the Firſt Covenant was built on the Righte> 
ouſneſs of the firſt Adam, ſo the Second was built on the Righteouſ- 

meſs of the ſecond. It is beyond my Brain to conceive, that God 

ſhould immediately make « Covenant with us, who were Children of 
Diſobedience and of Yrath, who could not be capable of any ſuch Co- 

venant or Con-#tions, but it was with Chriſt for us, Adam loſt his 

pum pl the Foundation of the firſt Covenant, but the Righteouſ- 
weſs of Chriſt the Second can never be loſt, and therefore the ſecond 
Covenant or rather Teſtament, can never be broken or diſanulled, 

Condition of the Covenant, p. 260. 
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